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find," nondiscriminatory assessment, placement, and due process); 
need for further research; approaches to eliminating paperwork 
without losing accountability, and state actions to be taken to make 
needed change in mandates. (CL) 
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ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC COMMENT: PRELIMINARY REPORT OF SPECIAL 
EDUCATION MANDATES 

• Background 

On November 21, 1981, the Planning and Policy Committee, State Board of 
Education, formally received a staff report. Special Education Mandates; A 
Preliminary Report . The Report contained sections dealing with the major 
assumptions and methodology for the stu<<y, the Illinois legislative history 
and federal statutory authority for special education, the current State 
Board of Education policy statement, the staff analysis by major Issue and 
concept, a summary of findings and conclusions, and the preliminary 
reconmendatlons for action by the State Board of Education. Following a 
^ period of public comment and Board discussion. It was expected that final 
staff recommendations would be presented to the Planning and Policy 
Committee for action and submission to ths full Board. 

Purpose 

The major objectives of ihls paper are to describe the sources of public 
comment, the testlfers at the two public hearings, the procedures taken to 
obtain additional public conn'ent following the hearings, and to Integrate 
and analyze the various commentary. An overall analysis of the commentary 
Is provided as well as specific, detailed commentary. Additionally, the 
paper will describe the dissemination of the preliminary report as well as 
staff activities to obtain further Information leading to the preparation of 
final staff findings and recommendations relative to niinois special 
education mandates. 

Description of Dissemination Plan 

Since the release of the preliminary report to the Conmittee, nearly 6,000 
copies have been printed and disseminated by the agency. Almost 30 major 
educeition and special education associations, 11 legislative comniss ions or 
executive branch departments, and at least six state agencies were sent 
copies. See Appendix A for a complete listing. 

In addition, copies were sent io all individual requestors, several federal 
government enployees involved in special education, and all assistant 
superintendents in the State Board of Education. Education deans or 
department chairs in all Illinois institutions of higher education having . 
special education programs were also sent copies to receive further 
comment. Further, the prjeliminary report has been accepted by Educational 
Resources Information Center (ERIC) and is available to Interested parties 
nationwide. Copies of the Phase I mandates report will be mailed to all 
Chief State School Officers and the Education Commission of the States in 
the near future. 
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• Sources of Public Comment 

Public comment about the preliminary report took many forms: public 
hearings; letters ta the State Superintendent, State Board of Education 
members, and staff; an analysis from the Department of Specialized 
Educational Services; briefings w.ith association, conmission and legislative 
staff members; and course syllabi and research reports (from institutions of 
higher education - special education departments.) 

Hundreds of school children and parents sent letters to the Superintendent. 
(Where possible to read the addresses, all received a reply.) Several 
petitions were sent. 

• - * 

Last, the press coverage and articles provided another source of public 
comment. The press covered the two public hearings, held on January 27, 
1982 in Springfield, and on February 10, 1982 in Chicago. Several press 
articles appeared as a result of testimony given at those hearings and are 
included in Appendix B of this report. ' 



Public Hearing Testifiers 

\ 

Th6 number of organizations and/or individuals who provided testimony to the 
• Planning and Policy Coirmittee, State Board of Education, was i\t least 80. A 
compilation by organizational or categorical representation is included in 
Appendix C. Nearly 25% of the testimony came from directors of local or 
regional programs. The next largest group of testifiers (16X) were parents. 

Procedures Taken to Obtain Additional Comment 

In addition to special education Interests, attenpts were made to solicit 
responses from other sources in order to obtain a variety of perspectives. 
, As a result, additional comment was received from eight other groups, 
•Including school administrators, state schools, code agencies, and local 
boards. A list of these groups can be found in Appendix D. 

For the most part, the commentary from the other state agencies focused on 
the recommendation calling for a better system of interstate agency 
cooperation. (They had been asked to specifically address that particular 
reconmendation.) The Governor's Purchased Care Review Board similarly 
addressed this issue but also commented extensively on funding. The two 
professional associations and two schools addressed the wide range of issues 
and concepts contained in the preliminary report. 

In cooperation with the Illinois Association of School Administrators 
Liaison to the State Superintendent, a special response form was developed 
and disseminated to all local superintendents. (See Appendix E.) They 
were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the 
following statement: "In general, I support the findings and 
recommendations in the Preliminary Report on Special Education Mandates: 
Strongly Agree; Agree; Uncertain; Disagree; or Strongly Agree." Also, they 
were asked to recommend specific changes in the report. A total of 156 
superintendents or their designees selected this method for response. Of 
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this group, 72.5% Indicated that they strongly agreed or" agreed with the 
findings and reconmendatlons contained In the preliminary report. More than 
460 written comments were received on specific topics. 

On March 18, 1982, a briefing was held for legislative and executive branch 
staff having responsibility for education. Staff attending were from the 
Senate Republicans, Senate Democrats, House Repuollcans, House Democrats, 
and Bureau of the Budget. 

« ^ 

Summary of Overall Coimientary . - ^ . 

Public comment generally focused on aspects of the preliminary report, but 
by no means was public comment limited to the report. Perhaps due to the 
ongoing federal review of special education regulations, considerable 
concerns about the economics situation, and the fact that the special 
education preliminary report was the first of five State Board of Education 
reports to review all the instructional mandates for elementary and 
secondary education, there was a great^amount of cornnent related to 
expressions of "saving the mandate" and "don't cut the funding for special ' 
, education." Further, there were many references made to the Board's 
"demandating" stucty even though the aim of the study was a critical, 
deliberative, and objective review, providing the opportunity to assess the 
need for strengthening or introducing mandates if warranted as well as ^ 
modifying or eliminating unnecessary, outdated, or redundant mandates. 

Overall, however, there were several findings and/or recommendations made in 
the staff preliminary report which received no or little cornnent, some which 
r€fceived significant favorable response, and others which received almost 
totally negative response. Additional staff study seemed warranted in a few 
of the cases. A summary of this public commentary follows: 



, 1. No testimony was received from any source recommending that the 
special education statute be eliminated. There is widespread 
recognition that the special education mandate serves a compelling 
state interest, that of assuring equal educational opportunity. 
Specific reconnendations were made regarding changeii in regulation, 
however . 

2. Most of the connents disagreed' wfth the recomitendation to lower the 
age range level from the statutorily identified three to one years 
of age or point of first identification, but the proposed change 
was acceptable if full funding were provided. There was a general 
recognition that such a change could be beneficial to children. 
Additional staff study is taking place. 

3. Relative to the recommendation to eliminate categories, there was a 
willingness among soirie groups to explore alternatives and a 
recognition of the lack of preciseness and overrepresentation of 
some children in certain categories. Additional staff study is 
taking place. 
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4. The preliminary recommendation to eliminate the least restrictive 
environment was controversial and produced qtite, varied responses. 

/. Additional staff study Is taking place.' 

* 

5. There appeared to be recognition that a continuum of program 
options need not be mandated If other mandates were In place. 

.-■ • )• 

6. There was general agreement that school officials appear to need 
— ^ further Information concerning the requirements for suspension and 

expulsion of hand icappedj students. 

7. There was general agreement with the recommendation to Identify 
criteria relative to whether certain related services are directly 
related to Instruction and should be provided by the public schools, 

•8. Most of the testimony received about summer school disagreed with 
the preliminary recommendation to eliminate the summer school 
requirement as achieved /tlirottgh the Individualized Educational 
Program. Benefits were said /to exist. Additional staff study is 
taking place. ^ 

9. There was agreement with the preliminary findinr: that the concept 
of "free education" needs to he more specifically defined in 
regulation. 

10. Several recontnendations had been given in the staff report to 
improve the effectiveness ari'd efficiency of Joint agreements. 
Public con^nent generally indicated disagreement about the role of 
the regional superintendent in the admin 1 strati 00 of multi -district 
special education operations. 

11. There was almost universal support for the preliminary 
recommendation to seek the cooperation and participation of the 
Governor and General Assembly In developing a system for 
Interagency cooperation which guarantees a full spectrum of human 
service. 

12. The preliminary report recommended the elimination of state 
mandated advisory councils in special education. Public comment 
indicated that there was disagreement about '^.he need for the 
mandate, but not the need for the purpose such councils serve. 

13. Principles for state regulatory activity in special education were 
proposed in the preliminary report. In general, many parents and 
some program people expressed strong doubts that, in the absence of 
prescriptive mandates, decisions at the local level would be made 
in the best interests of children. 

14. There was a desire on the part of some people providing testimony 
for more flexibility In the class size regulation; others were 
concerned that more flexibility will be damaging to a child's 
educational program. Additional staff study is taking place. 
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15. There was controversy concerning the recommendation for elimination 
of age range groupings. Additional staff studiy Is taking place. 



16. Most of the public comment appeared to support the need for 
flexibility In the mandate for personnel qualifications but there 
were fears expressed that such flexibility meant .that no 
qualifications or training would be^equlred. 

17. There was little reaction to the staff recommendation to maintain 
child-find activities. 

There was general agreement that the mandate for the diagnostic and 
evaluation process could be Implemented d1 ff erently £hd that the 
regulation could be simplified. 

There were many comments made about the Individualized Educational 
Program. None disputed Its overall usefulness, but many argued for 
simplification of the current mandate. There was considerable 
support for modifying the mandate. 

Public comment seemed to support some modification of the due 
process procedure In order to reduce the adversarial aspect 
currently associated with the process. 

There was support for the additional research and development 
activities Identified In the preliminary report. 

Little public comment was received regarding the recornnendatlon to 
consolidate and simplify reporting of special education data. 

23. Little public comment was received regarding the recomnendatlon for 
a moratorium on state and federal laws dictating additional 
responsibilities for special education on the local or state 
education agency. Most testifiers either Ignored the 
/^recomnendatlon or expressed disbelief that the state could 
I Influence federal m'\ndates. 

A specific analysis of coniTientary by Issue, finding, or recomnendatlon made 
In the preliminary report follows In this section: 



Analysis of Public Comnent by Issue. Finding, and Recomnendatlon 

For the purposes of this analysis, various comnentary was extracted and 
reviewed by the selected mandate Issues, concepts, and preliminary 
recomnendatlons. The appropriate preliminary report finding and 
recommendation are repeated verbatim under each Issue. A summary of the 
public comment Is presented In this section of the paper. This analysis 
attempts to show the variety of responses associated with a particular 
finding or recomnendatlon and present the overall conclusion which can be 
drawn from the testimony. 



The major concepts selected for the Initial review of the special education 
mandates were: 



Due Process 
Child Find 

Individualized Education 
Plan 

Related Services 

Expulsion/Suspension 

Nondiscriminatory Assessment 

Ages Served 

Parent Participation 



Diagnosis & Evaluation 
Placement 

Continuum of Program 
, Options 
Categories 
Age Range Groupings 
Class Size 
Summer School 
Least Restrictive 
^Environment 



Personnel 
Free Education 
Joint Agreement 
District 

State Education Agency 
Advisory Boards and 

Councils 
Other State Agencies 



The structure of this analysis will be to (1) present the Initial issue, 
preliminary report finding, and recommendation (2) Identify the variety of 
perspectives presented by the public, and (3)- summarize the overall 
commentary. 

Issue 1: Should there be a mandate for special education? * 
Preliminary Finding; 

The State mandate for providing a free and appropriate public education 
for all handic,apped children in Illinois reflects a conpelllng State 
interest, that of equality of opportunity. The history of^special 
education shows that this Interest can be guaranteed only at the State 
level and through State mandate. Most of the arguments concerhing the 
special education mandate could be elimir^ated through revisions of the . 
statute and regulations. Therefore, the mandate for special education 
should be maintained but modified. 

Preliminary Recommendation ; 

The State Board of Education should reaffinii its conmltment to the 
general goals of special education and to the provision of a free 
appropriate public education for all hartdicapped children in Illinois. 
However, its policy statement on special education, adopted February, 
1978, should be modified. The following components should be included 
in a new policy statement on special education; 

— A right-to-education policy for all children; 

Instruction provided at no cost to parents when children are placed 
by the local or state education agency; 

Guarantee of procedural safeguards, due process, and 
nondiscriminatory assessment; 

Individual education plans for each handicapped student; 

— A comprehensive, efficient, and flexible personnel system; 

— An intensive and continuing search for handicapped children in 
Illinois; 

-6- Q 



0 



state education agency supervlsloo of a11 education programs for 
hafidl capped children within Illinois; and, 

-« Rights and guarantees applied to'chlldren In private or other 
state-funded schools, as welTo^s public schools. 

Jhls change tn policy removes the jaas^ restrictive environment 
component, deletes the age range, changes the wording of the lEP to 

.better reflect Its Intent, and modifies the wording regarding personnel 
to allow for more flexibility. 

• . 
Public Comment 

In general, public comment ranged fran such g^eneral responses as not 
changing any aspect of the statute to recoriftendatlons about specifics 
changes. Many parents and special educatl^on advocates appeared to perceive 
any change as a "threat" to hard-won gains made over time. No -test.lmony was 
received from any source recommending that the special educalTon fhandate be 
eliminated in total. There is recognition that tlie special education 
mandate serves a ccmpelling state Interest, sthat >of assuriiig equal 
edu ca t 1 ona 1 ^ opportun ity . 

Administrator groups Indicated, hXiwever, that "an inordinate amount of time 
and resources have been required" for social -education, "often at the 
expense of othet' programs and individual students." FiTther, "regulations 
placed upon special education have far exceeded those applied to other 
segnents of education." Specific suggestions in regulation were frequently 
made and will be articulated in greater detail later in this paper. 

Issue '2: Who should be served in special education? 

Preliminary Finding ; 

The identifi cation of those students who should be served by special 
education has traditionally b^en accomplished through mandates 
establishing eligibility. Currently, a student may receive special 
education services if he or she is (or has): 



A resident in the local district; 

— Within the established age range; 

— Enrolled in the public school, even through attending a -parochial 
or nonpublic school; 

Demonstrated the exceptional characteristics defined as 
handicapping, regardless of level of severity; and 
Not been graduatec 

• ♦ • 

This particular* issue was examined relative to the concepts of ages 
served, categories, and suspensions/expulsions. 
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a. Ages Served . ^ 

Preliminary Finding : 

The State's confielling Interest In education requires establishment of 
mandatory school attendance between specified ages In order to provide 
an appropriate education. Since efficiency Is also a principle which 
reflects a State Interest, providing education for handicapped children 
beyond the normal range may be viewed as yielding greater efficiency 
over time. 

Because of the 'demonstrated benefits of providing special education as 
early as posslbU, the task force believes that the feasibility of 
lowering th* ret|u1red age range from 3 to 1 year, or to the point of 
first Identification, and requiring Increased screening efforts, should 
be examined. The upper age limit of 21 should be maintained for the 
present, since It Is consistent with the upper age limit for 
non-handicapped students. However, the benefits of schooling realized 
by handicapped students a| the upper end of the age range should be 

o studied, and this limit considered as a part of the Bqard's^later 

' analysis of the general Issue of school age mandates. 

Public Comment 

Public comment varied considerably on this finding. Most advocates and 
administrator groups disagreed with lowering the age range level from the 
statutorily Identified 3 to 1 or point of first Identification, particularly 
without additional funding. Comments included the following: 

0 Strongly disagree with lowering the 3 year age level. . . but permissive 
language might be all right. 

0 Lowering the age to 1, while laudatory, would further dilute the 
resources of the school. It would also be very difficult (to 
adninister) in terms of transportation, teacher certification, and 
criteria for program admittance. 

o Any change in age range must be accompanied by appropriate fiscal 
resources. ^ 

0 Costwise, our 0 to 3 program paid off in parent education and provision 
of services to children. 

0 Early identification is one of the best means of prevention. 

0 While there is good evidence of the benefits of early education, we 
believe other agencies providing birth to three programs are adequate. 



In sumnary, there was concern about the role of the school, and other social 
agencies and the financing associated with lowering the age for eligibility, 
but a general recognition that such a change could be beneficial to children. 
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b. Categories , ^ 

Preliminary Finding 

There appear to be many problems with classification of children as a 
means for determining who should be served In special education. Some 
categories are not sufficiently precise. There is disproportionate 
representation of students among the categories, which suggests that the 
assignment of a student is related to social and cultural factors rather 
than educational factors. No canpelling State interest was found to be 
served by the categorization system. Since there are other options 
available for determining eligibility and placement and for reporting 
and monitoring, it is recommended that the regulations specifying 
categories be eliminated* 

Public Coimient 

Public comment bout categories included: ' 

0 I have a real aversion to labeling human beings for ackninistrative 
convenience.^ \ » 

,0 Categories are needed for adninistrative purposes. 

0 We could not support any movement toward decategorization viithout 

another effective system to take its place. It would be easy to replace 
the present categorical system with another one that Is equally 
problematic. 

0 Categories do not determine who shall be served, the multidisciplinary 
evaluation process does.' Before we eliminate regulations specifying 
categories, we should clearly identify other options. 

0 Criteria could be developed to give guidance to the field as to Judging 
the applicability of a particular category in the interest of more 
consistent diagnosis. Such criteria woul d' decrease the number of 
children Mho could be better served in regular or remedial education. 

0 Elimination of special oducation categories per se will not reduce the 
problem of disproportionate representation of some students. It is more 
appropriate to more clearly define exceptional characteristics. 

0 Categories should be retained in order to Intelligently communicate 
Information about these children and as a starting point in 
placement... categories in regard to programs for children should .le 
eliminated. "EH*^ category should be eliminated. 

0 If categories are abolished, the districts will have an open license to 
set up non-categorical dunping grounds. 

In summary, public conment focused on the need for class if icatiofi systems in 
order to properly place a child in a particular program. There was a 
willingness of some groups to explore alternatives and a recognition of the 
lack of preclseness and overrepresentation of some children In certain 
categories. 

-9- 
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c. Suspension and Expulsion 
Preliminary Finding ; 

Mandates on these concepts were found to be acceptable although district 
officials appear to need further Information concerning these 
requirements. 

Public Coimient 

Public comment was mostly, but not entirely, from adnlnlstrative groups, and 
included the following: 

, 0 Special education students should be treated as nearly like other 

students as possible, particularly emphasizing due process procedures* 

0 "BO and LO" students can get by with unacceptable behavior just because 
they are handicapped. 

0 Two standards — one for regular education students and one for special , 
eduatlon pupils— exist. Further Information Is necessary for a 
consistent policy. 

0 The present situation 1s clearly reversed discrimination. It'ls almost 
Impossible to suspend a special education student who exhibits the same 
behavioral traits that would cause a normal (regular education) student 
to be suspended. 

On this Issue — suspension and expulsion — there are rights given to the 
handicapped child that are not alven to other children. The different 
application and Interpretation is viewed as a concern. There was no basic 
disagreement with the report finding. 

Issue 3. What special education services should be provided? 



Mandates which respond to the Issue of the services to be provided were 
analyzed through the following concepts: continuum of program options, 
least restrictive environment, related services, and summer school. 

a. Continuum of Program Options 

Preliminary Report : 

The task force found no compelling State interest in this concept and no 
evidence to support the premise that the desired condition could only be 
achieved by prescription by the State. Since the identification of 
appropriate program options can best be made at the local level by 
professional educators and parents of handicapped children, and since 
other mechanisms (e.g., the lEP and due process) can be used to 
guarantee an appropriate educational placement for individual children, > 
regulations and statutes prescribing the program options should be 
eliminated. 
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Public Comment 



Public comment about program options Included 'the following: 

0 Agree that program option decision Is best made at the local level but 
disagree that these regulations, which are the basis for local decision 
making, be eliminated. 

0 Without these statutory guidelines, cost could become the primary factor 
In placement. 

0 Youngsters should be placed In the most normalized education setting 
appropriate to their needs and based on their handicap. 

0 Regulations and statutes prescribing program options should be 
eliminated only if the mandate for programming in LRE is retained. 

0 If the essential components of the lEP and impartial due process 
protection along with least restrictive environments were preserved, 
monitored and enforced, we would agree with the task force statement. 

0 I agree that a continuum of services doesn't have to be mandated. 
However, each joint agreement should file a plan with the state 
indicating available program options. 

In sum, there appeared to be some recognition that a continuum of program 
options need not be mandated If other mandates were in place. 

b. Least Restrictive Environment 

Preliminary Finding : 

Conflicting evidence exists about the value of this concept. Further, a 
compelling State Interest is not served by the mandate. The mandates 
for lEP, diagrtosis and evaluation, placement, and due process can 
assure, in the absence of a least restrictive environment mandate, that 
the individual needs of the child are being met. Therefore, it is 
recommended that the least restrictive environment mandate be removed. 

Public Coimient 



This reconmendation appeared to be Interpreted by some parents as a call to 
"segregate the handicapped" and to keep handicapped children out of 
society's mainstream. But, there remains a great deal of controversy about 
the relative effectiveness and application of this particular mandate. 
Public comment included: 

0 We are not raising our daughter to grow up and live in a segregated 
situation. 
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0 To suggest that the mandates for the lEP, diagnosis and evaluation, ^ 
placement and due process can assume the .individual needs of , /the chile! 
are being met is absurd. 

0 Perhaps by taking the LRE enphasis out of the rules and regulations, we 
can get back to thinking of the needs of children vs. howjiiiiuch 
integration they must have with nonh and i capped. I 

0 It was pleasing to note that there was a recommendation to eliminate - 
references to "the least restrictive environment" language. For those 
of us who are deaf, or in deaf education, this language was a particular 
problem. 

In summary, the placement of a child into a given instructional environment 
appears to be one in which many individual factors must be taken into 
consideration. The least restrictive environment is not automatically the 
best placement for all but is extremely important to prevent segregation. 
There appears to be agreement that there is a need to clarify the concept. 
More research seems warranted. 



c. Related Servicas 

Preliminary Finding : 

This concept represents a major extension of services traditionally 
provided by the public schools, and school officials report being 
burdened by costs related to services which are not instructional. 
Currently, there an! over 30 different related services offered; 
however, the State lacks criteria for determining whether these services 
are directly related to instruction. Extensive clarification is needed 
to determine what services should be provided by the public schools. 

Public Comment 

At the time that the preliminary report was written, the Claudia K case was 
about to be decided by the Illinois Supreme Court. It was hoped by many 
that the decision would shed light on what services were the responsibility 
of school districts to finance. The decision did not do this, and concern 
still remains. 

Public comment in general reflects this concern: 

0 No concept has raised as much concern among boards of education as that 
of related cervices. The obligations of the school have been greatly 
extended and many of the decisions requiring specialized services are 
being litigated. Schools are educational Institutions and their 
obligations should be limited to the provision of educational services. 
Government may have an obligation to provide related services, but that 
should not be the obligation solely of local districts and the State 
Board of Education. We urge refinement of the criteria in order to 
permit determination of those services directly related to public 
education. 




-12- 



13 



34 



0 Physical, occupational, and psychotherap^*' represent a major extension of 
\ • public school responsibility Into areas that should not be classified as 
educational. Criteria should be developed to measure whether the 
service can be demonstrably related to instruction. Too many fragmented 
related services during, the Instructional day can be detrimental to the 
child's total ^ucatlonal program. 

0 Eliminate all related services ej^cept those essential to education of 
the child. 

0 Therapy is an essential component of the Instructional program. Without 
occupational therapy, my son would not have head control. ..to see what 
Is going on In the classroom. OT teaches him eye-hand motor control 
which enables him to receive writing instruction. Physlc^^l/iherapy will 
strengthen his muscles so that he can get to a class roorh,^^ It at a desk, 
and be mobile In the classroom. 

0 Because of a lack of criteria at the state and federal level, courts are 
making determinations about provision of related services that no one In 
our communities would define as educational. 

In summary, most of the public comment urge that criteria be developed^for . 
determining whether related services are directly related to Instruction. 
The recommendation of ti;e preliminary report appears to be generally - 
supported. . . ; 

d. Summer School 

Preliminary Finding : 

Suimer school for handicapped students is not a mandate, but an lEP 
requiring an extended school year has the effect of a mandate. There is 
little evidence to support or reject the need for summer school. No 
compelling State Interest 1s served by requiring summer school. 
Therefore, the surmer school requirement achieved through the lEP should 
be eliminated. ^ 

Public Comment 

Public coirment, in general, indicated a great deal of disagreement with the 
preliminary report finding. Representative of this disagreement were the 
follow1r\g comnents: 

0 Special education students, especially those moderately retarded or 
more, can be expected to lose as much as six months of learning when 
there is a two to three month break in continuity and practice. 

0 Summer school is a crucial component of my child's educational program. 
Without it, much of the progress of the school year is lost. 

0 Recommendation for summer school should be individually determined at 
the annual review and recorded on the student's lEP. 
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0 12 month programming Is necessary to prevent Institutionalization of 
severe and profoundly handicapped children* 

o An extended school year Is critical to the deaf /blind population for the 
fsa'intenance of their educational program. An lEP requiring suniner 
school must be honored. Documentation does exist on benefits. 

Clearly, this Is a topic in the preliminary report where further analysis 
and research seems warranted^ 

Issue 4: Who should be responsible for special education services? 

The concepts analyzed under this issue are free education, districts, joint 
agreements. State Board of Education, other state agencies, and advisory 
boards and councils. 

a. Free Education 

• Preliminary Finding ; 

While this concept represents a clearly conpelling state interest, there 
is much confusion about what constitutes "free education". 
Clarification of this issue should consider the following suggestions: 

(1) Narrow the current scope of related services to include only those 
items which are essential components of, or adjuncts to, the 
instructional program for handicapped students; 

(2) Define medical services in relation to school-age handicapped 
students (e*g*» v^^t is evaluation versus what is ongoing service); 

(3) Delineate what fees parents may/must pay (e.g., laboratory fees, 
book fees, copies of records); 

(4) Require third party payors to pay (e.g.. Insurance companies); 

(5) When residential services are involved, require parental 
payment/Public Aid/Mental Health to pay for room and board aspect, 
if possible; 

(6) Define responsibility for residency and enrollment so that the 
Illinois State Board of Education is financially responsible only ^ 
for Illinois students; and, 

(7) Delineate the conditions for providing service for pupils attending 
parochial schools, so that public school districts pay only for 
special education and related services. 

Except for pleas fran testifiers at the public hearings "not to reduce 
special education funding," little testimony on this topic was received from 
advocates, parents,' or special interest groups on this concept. 
Illustrative of some adninistrator or management groups' connents were: 
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0 We need to look at another way to support special education, other than 
the property tax.. .a state Income tax, perhaps. 

" 0 (We) believe that legislation pertaining to the special education of 
handicapped children by the state and federal government without full 
funding is discriminatory to the majority of the children by forcing 
local districts to fund these special education programs at the expense 
of regular programs. 

0 There Is a good deal of confusion. In regular education as weT as 
specla'i education, about what constitutes a free education. Staff 
provided several suggestions for clarifying that concept that we think 
should be pursued. 

In general, public comnent focused on problems of funding special education 
but there seemed to be agreement that "free education" should be more 
specifically defined. 



b. Districts 

Preliminary Finding ; ^ 

The district must remain responsible for sarvlce to all Its eligible 
special education students. A compelling State Interest is reflected In 
this concept and a State statute Is necessary to fix such 
responsibility. This mandate should remain as stated. 

Public Comment 
No testimony was noted or received on this finding. 

c. Joint Agreements 

Preliminary Finding : 

Although joint agreements serve a valuable function In the efficient 
delivery of special education services, there is potential for greater 
effectiveness and efficiency. The following changes should be 
considered: 

(1) Alter geographic boundaries In order to permit clusters of classes 
without regard to joint agreement or county lines; 

(2) Provide services at the level cles€st-to-a-chi1d»^s-honie so that 

high incidence pupil services (e.g., "learning disabilities," 
"speech/language") are provided by the district, with only 
supervision provided through the joint agreement; 

(3) Develop a comprehensive plan for low Incidence pupils (e.g., 
"deaf/blind", "severely handicapped") In areas larger than a single 
joint agreement In order to prevent duplication of services, (e.g., 
services for autistic students to be delivered across two joint 
agreements; 
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(4) Contract for unique or high cost support or related se^'Vlces across 
two or mor^ joint agreements - e.g.» psychiatric consultations or 
.mobility spsclal 1st; and 

(5) Consider Educational Service Regions for the administration of 
multl -district operations. 

Public Cownent 

Host, but not all, of the public connent concerning greater effectiveness 
and efficiency of joint agreements focused on the suggestion that the \ 
regional superintendent should be considered for the adnlnlstratlon of n 
multl -district operations: 

0 Joint agreements should be made up of surrounding districts because of 
education needs and not according to predetermined ESR boundaries. 

0 Permit clusters of classes without regard to joint agreements or county 
lines. High Incidence pupil services should be provided at the district 
level, with supervision only provided by the joint agreement. 

0 We do not support the consideration of the ERS's as administrators of 
multidistrict operations. Previous experience has shown political 
Interest of ESR superintendents to be in conflict with the 
adnlnlstratlon of special education programs. 

0 We are concerned about the apparent desire to Incorporate the 

politically sensitive office of regional superintendent In the hearing 
process and the Idea that parents would be guaranteed a hearing before 
the Board of Education. 

0 A mandate should not be considered at this time for the ESR to 
administer multl -district special, education operations. 

0 There should be a minimum number of students available In the districts- 
before they can declare and go through the necessary process to become a 
joint agreement. 

In sunnary, there was disagreement about the role of the ESR In the 
administration of multi-district special education operations. 

d. State Board of Education 

Preliminary Finding; 



The State Board of Education's current regulatory documents and 
procedures are In need of Inmedlate simplification. Four general 
reccmnaidatlons are applicable: 

(1) Limit special education rules and regulations to their most 
essential components and place those Items which are "best 
practice" or "operational" In other documents. 




(2) Where program and personnel deviations are alloweti, specify the 
criteria by which these decisions are made at the State level and 
permit local school officials to apply those same criteria In their 
local program decision-making. 

(3) Delegate so'ie regulatory responsibility to Regional Superintendents. 

(4) Assume a more active supervisory role with respr^ct to other state 
agencies. 

Preliminary Reconmendatlons ;^ 

— , The State Board of Education should direct the State Superintendent 
to submit a time-specific plan to revise the current rules and 
regulations governing special education In accordance with this 
report. - ^ 

— The State Board of Education should direct the State Superintendent 
to prepare and submit a time-specific monitoring and supervision 
plan which Is consistent with the revised rules and regulations and 
the major conclusions of this report. 

Public Comnent 



No specific public comment was noted which seemed app11ca!ile to this 
particular set of recommendations. 

e. Other State Agencies 

Preliminary Finding ; 

The desirable condition called for by mandates regarding other state ^ 
agencies is a full, coordinated, and Integrated system or human services 
which assures that Individuals with unique and not necessarily discrete 
social needs will not be denied access to or provision of needed 
services. It is the major function of the State to provide services to 
the people of the State. That these services be efficient, coordinated, 
and equally accessible by Its citizens clearly reflects a State's 
Interest. 

The desirable condition, even with the mandate, Is not being met. Both 
the mandate and Its Implementation must be addressed comprehensively. 
There Is a lack of clarity In the mandate Itself which contributes to 

^t4!e-^mp4ementiitfon^i)rob^€ms-of-a coordinated service system. Revision 

of the mandate should contain the following components: a consistent 
pattern of service without regional differentatlon; a pattern which 
addresses handicapped pupil needs broader than through a joint 
agreement; and an enforceable system. 

This interagency system cannot be established and Implemented by tne 
State Board of Education alone. It will require the cooperative efforts 
and authority of the Illinois General Assenbly, possibly through the 
School Problems Commission, and tiie Governor. 



17- 

20 



Preliminary Recommendation! 



Since several State agencies are responsible for providing special 
education and related services, the State Board of Education should 
, request the assistance of the Governor and the Illinois General Assenbly 
In the development of a system for specifying the human and fiscal roles 
and responsibilities of the various State agencies and for resolving 
Interagency conflicts regarding these responsibilities. 

Such a system vould need to assure that handicapped persons have 
available free, appropriate Instructional and supportive services 
required to meet Individual needs. As economic resources decline, 
Interagency cooperation becomes more essential In special education as 
well as other areas of human services. 

Therefore, the State Board of Education should direct the State 
Superintendent to seek the cooperation and participation of the Governor 
and General Assembly In developing a system for Interagency cooperation 
which guarantees a full spectrum of human services. 

Public Comment 

There was almost universal support for this finding and recommendation. 
Other state agencies who reacted to the report supported such efforts. 
Illustrative. of public comment were: 

0 Until such time as the>'e Is a coordinated comprehensive plan, 
supervision of other agencies Is meaningless. 

0 Districts are required to have appropriate personnel from other state 
agencies present at the lEP conference when a student should be 
co-placed because of the kinds of services needed. This has proved 
unworkable. And, while mar\y agree that the Department of Mental Health 
should be Involved financially In receiving students, they also agree 
that the Department cannot be made to carry out their responsibility 
since there Is not a requirement In law.. .only a signed agreement. 

0 We certainly agree with the principle that cooperation among all 
entitles providing services to children Is essential. The foundation 
for such cooperation rests at the planning level. 

0 Planning for service delivery among the State agencies responsible to 
the Governor has Improved considerably since the passage of the Welfare 
and Rehabilitative Services Act (P. A. 79-1035). Although the State 
Board of Education Is not required to participate In this process, there 
are obvious Issues which are of common concern to the human services 
agencies and the education community. Resolution of differences and 
Clarification of roles through Joint planning at the State level would 
ter\dx(^ assure that a more comprehensive and coordinated level of 
service^ls provided to children throughout the State. 
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0 There is little question that there needs to be a more effective 

Interagency cooperative arrangement. In our opinion, "Supervision" is 
not really the answer. A more appropriate resolution, In our opinion, ' 
is the development of connitments by the various departments/ agencies to 
serve special youngsters; and alj, must participate in the development of 
a comprehensive continuum of services. 

• 

0 Interagency coordination is an Important tool in Insuring the full 
complement of services in special education... The latest statistics on 
public, assistance households for June 1981 Indicate that there are 5,946 
handicapped children under the age of 21 on aid in Illinois. We are, 
therefore, most Interested In any program that can benefit this 
population... We will cooperate in aiv way that we can to assist in 
acccmplishing this end. 

0 The recomnendation for greater interagency cooperation should be given 
the full support of the State Board of Education. Schools are unable to 
continue to carry the full load. 

In summary there is almost universal support for this recommendation, 
f. Advisory Boards and Councils 
Preliminary Finding ; 

Public conmafit and advice from parties affected by the State's actions 
is certainly consistent with good democratic practice. However, there 
is specific State interest which compels mandated advisory councils 
and .tards. Currently, the State Board of Education has four boards and 
councils which advise comprehensively on special education programs and 
services. Two of the current four advisory councils are not mandated, 
and yet they function effectively and regularly. Given the prima facie 

evidence that advisory boards exist and function effectively in th^ 

absence of a mandate, the mandate for advisory boards, and councils can 
be eliminated. 



Public Conment 
The public comment varied on this finding: 

0 A mandate is not needed in order to assure ongoing advice from a lay ' 
council. 

• ♦ 

0 Eliminate the mandate for advisory councils. 

0 Mandated advisory councils are to insure lay participation and the 
democrat^: process and must remain mandated. 

0 We strongly support continuation of statutorily appointed state advisory 
counci 1 s. 

0 Keep both the State Advisory Council (on the Handicapped) and the 
' Oeaf/Blind Advisory Council. 
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In summary, there was disagreement about the need for a mandate on this 
topic but not the need for the purpose such councils serve^ 

Issue 5. How should the State regulate Its Interest In special education?^ 



Under this Issue, several possible regulatory principles were presented. 
Also, the concepts analyzed were class size, age range groupings, personnel, 
child find, diagnosis and evaluation, Individual education plans, placement, 
nondiscriminatory assessments, parental participation, and due process. 

Preliminary Finding ; , 1. 

In Its analysis of Illinois special education mandates, the task'force 
noticed a thematic shift from regulating the quality of decisions made 
by local districts to an emphasis on regulating the quality and ' 
character of the process used In arriving at such decisions. This began 
in 1972, when earlier rules prescribing curriculum an(|'dther matters 
specific to each category of children were eliminated in lieu of local 
prerogative, and when specific eligibility criteria,, such as 
Intelligence Quotient, were replaced by procedural steps' for 
establishing the child's need for special education. This sh1.ft 
accelerated with the adve;it of P. L, 94-142, and although there are many, 
including the task force, who believe that the federal .regulations 
, regarding the decision-making process are overly prescriptive, the 
general emphasis seens to be a valid and Important one. 
♦ 

It is the task force's opinion .that an essential fairness' and pragmatism 
Is present in a regulating activity v*1ch recognizes, first, the desire' 
of local boards, parents, and professionals to make just and - 
professionally sound decisions about urograms for children; and, second, 
that the State has a legitimate Interest in protecting children from 
either intentional or unintentional abridgnents of th\t process. The 
. procedural laws and regulations, in essence, provide that higher levels 
of government will accept the decisions made local'ly, provided that the 
proper Interests are Involved in the making of such decisions. They 
further provide that should the child's advocates (parents or guardians) 
fn making such decisions feel that unreasonable concluvions find their 
way into diagnosis and/or educ^itional prescriptions, they have a 
distinct way in which to ask for higher levels of government to review 
and make final determination. 

The task force believes that justifications which may hsste existed 
earlier for regulating the quality of decisions at the local level are 
now unacceptab]e if one follows this logic to its conclusion. The task 
force believes, for example, that a local interdiscipl inary, staff ing 
with parental Involvement can determine in v^at size of class, and with 
what kind of children, a child should be placed. Similarly, a 
niultidisclplinary. evaluation procedure can identify whether a child 
needs educational assistance beyond that provided in the standard 
, classroom, without recourse to classification labels. 

Therefore, the task force concludes that the following principles should 
direct the State's aduinistration of special education mandates. 




a. State regulatory activity should recognize, first, the desire 
of local boards, parents, and professionals to make Just and 
sound decisions about education for children, and second, that 

. thd State has a legitimate Interest In protecting children 
J from either Intentional or unintentional abridgment of that 
^ ,^ de&ls Ion making process* « 

» 

b. Regulations should address the quality and character of the 

^ P'^ocess by v*i1ch decisions are made rather than the character 
of the decisions * 

c* Procedural regulations should be limited to certain 

fundamental concepts such as timeliness, participants, and a- 
remedy for disputes* 

d. Whenever possible, the entity responsible for making decisions 
'should be directed to develop its own procedures incorporating 
the State's fundamental concerns, as above. Once the State 
has approved the respective procedures, the State should 
accept the decisions resulting from that process, and should 
review such decisions only when irresolvable disputes arise at 
the local level* 

Preliminary Recommendation ! 

— State regulatory activity should recognize, first, the desire of 
local boards, parents, and professionals to make just and sound 

* decisions about education for children, and second, that the State 
has a. legitimate In^rest in protecting children from either 
intentional or unintentional abridgnent of that decision making 

. process* 

— Regulations should address the quality and character of the process 

by which decisions are made rather than the character of the^ 

decisions * 

— These process regulations should be limited to certain fundamental 
concepts such as timBllness, participants, and a remec(y for 
disputes* , 

— Whenever possible, the entity responsible for making decisions 
should be directed to develop its own procedures incorporating whe 
State's fundamental concerns, as above. Once the State has 
approved the respective procedures, the State should accept the 
decisions resulting from that process, and should review them only 
when irresolvable disputes arise at the local level* 

Public Cormient 

In general, many parents and some program people expressed strong doubts 
that, in the absence of prescriptive mandates, decisions at the local level 
would be made in the best interests of children* These public comnents 
include: 
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0 There 1s a lot said about local procedural control but nothing said 
about Increasing parental involvemefit and control. 

x 

0 This Is an appalling and ethically untenable position for the State to 
take. The State has a real Interest In the process of the decision for 
special education placement but the State's compelling Interest Is In 
the appropriateness of the services. Procedural adherence does not 
ensure the desired outcene. 

0 Standards are necessary to measure the eqUltablllty of the 

pro cess., .when regulations only address the qual Ity of process, the 
concentration of regulatory efforts would have the following negative 
Impact: (1) Evaluation would be focused on sitaff efforts rather than 
program outcome. The efficiency of programs cannot be evaluated without 
criteria. ..(2) The process oriented approach without standards will add 
to the financial burden placed on school distrlctis In the resolutloil of 
disputes between parent and with regards to child find/screening, 
evaluation/diagnostics, placement, class size, age range groupings, 
• personnel, etc. (3) The frustration level of staff wold Increase. 
(4) There would be no statewide continuity of programming for 
^handicapped students. ' , 

A managemefit group made the following coiment: 

0 We particularly commend the principle that "State regulatory activity 
should recognize, first, the desire of local boards, parents, and 
professionals to make just and sound decisions about education for 
children." 

In summary, the special education advocates strongly disagreed with this 
recommendation while one major management group concurred. 



a. Class size 

Preliminary Finding ; 

The task force finds that the proper educational milieu — Including the 
specific size of special education Instructional groupings — Is best 
determined by those who are most familiar with the uniqueness of each 
child, each teacher, and each schrol. Therefore* the class size 
requlren^ts In their current arbitrary form are not appropriate. 

On the other hand,, the jAskJprce_fJMs_.^^ 

compelling Interest In ensuring an appropriate learning environment. 
Therefore, alternatives which emphasize the local decision-making 
process should be developed. 

Public Comment - 

Most of the public comment opposed eliminating class size requirements. 
Several recomnendations were inade to have ranges for class size, however. 
Illustrative public comments were: 
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0 Rather than specifying a maximum class size for each type of handicap, 
greater flexibility would be provided by recommending a broader range of 
acceptable class enrollments from which the local special education 
director could choojse. For example, under the current regulation (4.04) 
the maximum class size for students with severe speech Impairments Is 
eight students. This regulation could be changed by allowing the 
special education director to set the class size within an acceptable 
range of i5-15 students. 

0 We strongly support the concept of eliminating the stringent class size 
requirements. ' ' . 

0 Experience has shown, especially In these times. of budget crunches, the 
tendency Is to reduce the ntmber of teachers by 'increasing class size. 

0 The special education students who would be most, adversely affected by 
large numbers In a class seen to be those who spend most of their time 
In a self-contained program. These arbitrary numbers remain an 
Important safeguard. For the less severely handicapped. ..a change in 
regulation could be effected. ; 

0 Minimum standards maintained with deviation granted; principles in 
determining class size should be age of students and severity of 
handicap. 

0 It vAuld be disastrous for class size to be determined at the local 
level . 

0 The task force report does not Indicate what are appropriate, objective 
criteria for achieving an appropriate learning environment (class 
size). Also, we do not believe that local school districts with severe 
financial constraints are in a position to create reasonable and 
meaningful class size and age range standards. 

Two different views of the state education agency's deviation process were 
presented in testimony: 

0 Current class size and age range groupings should be maintained. We 
support the flexibility in the current deviation process. During the 
1980-81 school year, 65 requests for deviation were made. Sixty-three 
were approved — 22 for class size and 41 for age range. 

0 The role of the State Board should be monitoring and supervising. The 
detemioatlofL of _cla_ssj;JziLwJthJiLXJf!an^ 1om1_ supervision 

and conference participants should be a local decision, the present 

deviation process is time consuming and unnecessary. 

In summary, there- is a desire on the part of some for more flexibility in 
this requirement, but there is concern on the par^ of others that more 
flexibility will be damaging to a child's educational program. 

b. Age Range Groupings 
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Preliminary Findings; 



The task force finds that there Is a lack of evidence to support the age 
range grouping mandate and that It is Inappropriate in its current 
arbitrary format. However, again given the State's concern for ensuring 
the adequacy of the learning environment, the task force believes that 
alternative procedural safeguards must be developed. 

Public Comment 

Public comment varied from abolishing the entire requirement to allowing 
more flexibility: ^ 

0 Age range requirements should be abolished. 

0 Age range within a self-contained special education class should be 
' locally determined. 

0 Th^ age range can be modified but should not be extended to more 
than six years. 

» 

0 We don't believe the groupings are arbitr ary... Four is a best guess 
at a reasonable maximum age range. The concept is an attempt to 
guarantee to handicapped students what is taken for granted with 
the non-handicapped gcoup. This issue can best be addressed with a 
modified process and criteria approach in state rules. 

In summary, there is controversy concerning this recommendation, and 
.additional research seems warranted. 

c. Personnel 

Preliminary Finding : 

The task force finds that the Interest of the State in the appropriate 
education of handicapped children extends to Include a guarantee, to the 
extent possible, of the qualifications of the personnel who serve them. 
This guarantee is met by the requirement that special education 
personnel meet certain minimal training standards which are affirmed 
through a certificate. Since this is essential to the provisioD of 
. special education, the task force finds that a mandate for qualified 
personnel, is' necessary and must- be retained. However, the task force 
also finds that the mandate for personnel qualifi cations can and should 
provide more flexibility. 

Public Comment 

Most of the public corrniefit appeared to support the need for flexibility, but 
there were fears that such flexibility meant that no qualifications or 
training would be required of personnel. Included among the public conment 
were; 
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0 This may be feasible. Expanding role of paraprofesslonal should be 
endorsed* Agree with Idea of changing speech requirement to a B.A. 

0 A supervisor certified In each category of special education should 
not be required. 

0 Agree with flexibility. Speech and language should be certified 
with a B.A. or B.S. degree. Supervisor should be certified In a 
generic sense^ 

0 (We) agree with the committee's statement and recommend the 
continued use of the alreacjy established deviation process. 

0 If you lower the requirements, you will discover many unqualified 
people demanding to be hired.... People should be hired to teach 
^ special education because they demonstrated enough Interest to make' 
the sacrifices necessary to go to college and acquire the courses 
necessary for certification. 

In summary, there seems to be agreement for greater flexibility but concerns 
about lowering standards. 

d. Child-Find 

Preliminary Finding; 

The desirable of child-find activities Is the earliest possible 
Identification of all children eligible for special education. Since 
the State's Interest In Identifying these children Is convening, the 
task force finds that the child-find mandate Is necessary and should be 
retained In Its present form. 

Public Comment 

Public comment on chfld-flnd activities was not particularly extensive, 
perhaps because the task force reconnended Its retention. Several groups 
questioned the activity, however, and another reaffirmed Its retention: 

0 Child find activities that Involve the screening of preschool children 
in public school settings are questionable In terms of accuracy and 
cost. Work with Headstart and Day Care Centers to start programs there 
Instead of the public schools. 

0 Discontinue the costly intensive and continuing search for handicapped 
children. Social Service agencies and medical Institutions are already 
providing this service; why duplicate? 

0 (We) agree with the Committee's report because of a CGmpellIng Interest 
on behalf of the handicapped child. 

In sumnary, there was little reaction to the recommendation to maintain the 
child-find activities. 
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e. Diagnosis and Evaluation 

Preliminary Finding ; _ 

The task force believes that the diagnostic and evaluation process is 
clearly a compelling interest for the State. However, the task force 
also believes that this concept could be Implemented differently, and 
more simply, while still ensuring that: 

(1) the evaluation is appropriate to the nature of the problems 
leading to referral and provides sufficient information to 
understand those problems and develop an adequate lEP; and 

(2) once the child has been placed, periodic reviews of the 
Chi Id' is progress occur. 

Therefore, It is recommended that the regulations and statutes 
perta^ing to diagnosis and evaluation, including the 
multidlsciplinary conference, be maintained but significantly 
clarified and simplified. 

Public Comment 

Public comment on this concept seems to show that clarification and 
slmplication in regulation could be supported: 



0 Many school districts do" not evaluate adaptive behavior, cultural and 
social background. Some processes may be tighter and cleaned up. 

0 Adaptive behavior is well defined. Need is for better training, not 
deregulation. 

0 Periodic re-evaluaticn should be done as needed and not on a mandatory 
3-year cycle. 

0 Clarification and simplication should be structured so as to disencumber 
that regulations, not to modify than to the needs of special interest 
groups. 

0 The requirement for reevaluations every 3 years should be revised to 
state that this is not required if alTparties are in agreement. 

In sumnary, the recoirmendation for clarification and simplication seemed 
supported. 

f. Nondiscriminatory Assessment 

4 

Preliminary Finding : \ 

Nondiscriminary assessment is a principle governing the identification 
and evaT.;ation of a potentially handicapped child. It requires that the 
diagnosis of a handicap be neutral with respect to attributes of the 
child unrelated to the handicap, such as the child's language and 
communication patterns, cultural background, or sex. Identification ani 
evaluation must only be based on the results of objective and valid 
diagnostic devices. 
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The t&sk force recognizes that factors other than race (e.g., family 
Income or socio-economic status) may be associated with statistical 
disparities and subsequent placement %f children In .speclal education, 
but the evidence supports the need for this mandate-to be retained and 
State men 1 tori ng for conpllance strengthened. The ccmpl lance procedure 
should definitely address the procedures and Instruments used In 
assessments as well as the Inclusion of sex as an Identifying variable 
on counts of children. 

Public Comment 

A review of public comment Indicates that there was little response to this 
particular concept. One suggestion emphasized the procedural aspect Instead 
of the assessment Instruments: 

0 More specification of appropriate Instruments will not solve the 
prob lens ...workshops are necessary which emphasize the multlfaclted 
nature of non-biased assessment. 

g. Individualized Educational Program (lEP) ^ 

Preliminary Finding : 

The task force believes that while It Is clear that some written plan 
for the education to be provided for handicapped children Is necessary. 
It does noi: follow that the lEP as currently described Is the only 
effective means of providing the necessary assuimnces. A more 
reasonable approach would require that a written document be prepared 
that states clearly the services to be provided, the reasons for those 
services, the process by which the effectiveness of the total program 
will be determined, and the conditions under which services will be 
terminated. If termination Is a reasonable expectation. 

While the concept of an Individual plan Is necessary to assure a 
handicapped child's right to an appropriate education. It Is clear that 
the mandates as currently prescribed needs to be modified. Further, the 
process by which the lEP Is developed should be modified. 

Public Comment 

There were quite a few comments made about the lEP. None disputed Its 
overall usefulness, but many argued fcr modification of the current mandate. 
Suggestions for specific modifications varied among those providing comment: 

0 Short-term objectives should not be required to be written at a 
multi -disciplinary staffing with the parents. 

0 Frequent concerns voiced by Catholic school principals and parents 
Include the length in time and ccmplexity of the lEP process and 
procedures, and schedules of meetings. 
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0 We suggest revision as to the numbers and composition of Individuals 
Involved In the multi-disciplinary conference and the lEP meeting; short 
term objectives should be developed by the-case manager within 30 days 
after placement; and the multi-disciplinary conference and the lEP 
meeting should be combined and structured In such a manner as to require 
a reasonable timeframe, 30-40 minutes for completion. 

0 The meeting to develop short term objectives Is of little use to the 
teachers and typically has no meaning to the parents, 

0 We see no reason for the rule and regulation (9:15) to require that all 
school personnel involved In the child's evaluation be present. Allow 
local -administrators to determine "appropriate school district 
representatives". 

0 We concur with the suggestions that greater flexibility be given in the 
preparation of the lEP. The concept Is valid, but there is little 
rationale for the current restrictive procedures. 

0 Greater local control should be provided in regard to school personnel 
that are required to attend the multidisciplinary conferences. 

In summary, there is considerable support for this par*t1cular recommendation. 



h. Placement 



Preliminary Finding; 

Since there can be no provision of special education without placement. 
It is the State's interest to mandate a placement process. The task 
force finds the placement mandate to be an Integral part of the system 
and Important enough to be maintained, but not in its present form. 
Revised, streamlined regulations are in order. 

Public Comment 

Public comment on this particular finding was not found, 
i. Parental Participation. 
Preliminary Finding ; 

Parental participation is a practice under which decisions regarding the 
evaluation and determination of an appropriate education for a child are 
reached through a process involving the active participation of 
parents. The practice permits parental consent or objection at major 
phases in evaluation of the child and in the development and evaluation 
of the child's educational program. 

The task force finds that the concept of parental participation is a 
necessary mandate, but one which needs clarification. The term 
"surrogate parent" used in current rules and regulations does not have a 
basis in Illinois statutes and should be replaced with a carefully 
drafted definition of the statutory terms "parent", "guardian", and 
"advocate". 
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Public Comment 

Public comment on this particular finding was not located, 
j. Due Process 
Preliminary Finding ; 

The task force finds that an adninistrative" remedy for. the resolution of 
disputes Is both necessary and desirable; It supports the notion of 
fundamental fairness and provides a means for regulating the State's 
Interest In the education of handicapped children. However, the task 
force also finds that the due process system currently In place should 
be replaced by a procedure with the fpllowlng characteristics: 

(1) accessible to all students and/or parents; 

(2) accessible to school districts where parents are given refusal 
rights (e.g., refusal to consent to an evaluation); 

(3) provides stages which are less formal and closer to the level 
of service (e.g., guaranteed hearing before the school board, 
resolution through the Regional Superintendent); 

(4) makes use of non-adversarial resources, such as the conplaint 
review staff of the State Board of Educatloni and- — : 

(5) specifies the grounds for seeking resolution at each stage In 
the process. 

Public Cownent 

In genera^ "pubnc^cormimt SM to support some modification of the due 
process procedure In order to reduce the adversarial aspect: 

0 Support SEA Informal resolution prior to formal due process. 

0 We recommend the following sequential procedures for conplaint ' 
resolution: (1) exhaust all local procedures; (2) If no resolution, 
required mediation with an outcome of resolution or a specific 
delineation of unresolved Issues; (3) delineate issue(s) which are to be 
brought to a state level hearing; (4) If disagreement still exists, 
access to the judicial system Is assured after exhausting this 
administrative process. 

0 The due process "Article X" hearings nave become too adversarial and are 
not yielding the results as orglnally Intended. 

0 A committee should be established to review due process. Any system 
which is developed should enpliasize informal negotiation/mediation. 

0 We do not agree that a due process hearing should not be governed by 
rules of evidence. How else can the facts be determined? Complexity of 
the process has resulted in high costs, but thU usually occurs when 
districts use attorneys and send 6-12 enployees. 

0 We support the State Board's attempt to institul* a mediation process 
that would try to resolve disagreements without the formal due process 
hearing. 
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In suninary, support was given to the recomiDendatlon to modify the due 
process procedure In order to reduce Its adversarial nature. 

/ 



Other Study Issues 

Issues other than the originally identified five emerged as a consequence of 
the stu^y. These three additional Issues were the lack of policy relevant 
research, the data burden associated with reporting requirements, and the 
need for Congressional and Legislative action. 



Issue 6: In what areas. If any, was evidence needed for analysis found to be 
' Inconsistent in quality and accessibllltyT '. 

Preliminary Finding ; 

Reliable evidence was unavailable for some Important Issues In special 
eAi catlon. This information void could constitute an important res earch 
and tfev'elbpmair agenda Tor cdhsideratiOT by ^fielpeciaTliaucatio^ 
research corrmunity: 

a. Th<? effect of the lEP on educational programs for children, and the 
relationship of the lEP to academic achievement or social 
adjustment should be to be studied. The, possibility of linking the 
lEP to specific services which constitute critical monitoring 
factors should be studied. Further, the lEP as a potential primary 
source for reimbursement needs stuc^y. Lastly, the feasibility of 
cotrbining contempwrary computer technology with the lEP to create 
efficient and effective development, monitoring, and reimbursing 
functions at the local and state level should be explored. 

b. Research-based procedures for determining whether a related service 
can be demonstrably or directly related to instruction are needed. 
Further, there is a need to determine what roles program assistants 
serve, since they account for the largest Increase in related 
service costs. 

c. Evidence is lacking on the benefits accruing to children who remain 
in special education programs past age 19 or after the age of 21. 
The feasibility of lowering the age range to one year", or the point 
of first identification, and increasing screening efforts, should 
be explored. 

d. Criteria are needed to help in determining whether a specific act 
or pattern of behavior is or is not directly related to or caused 
by a handicapping condition. These criteria would assist in 
decisions concerning disciplinary actions. 

e. No evidence exists about the accuracy, completeness, or reliability 
of diagnoses and evaluations. 
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f. Diagnostic testing and Instrument development Is In need of 
validation. Research Is needed to determine why thctre Is an 
overrepresentatlon of black children In EMH classes and an 
overrepresentation of white children In learning disabled classes. 

g. No research was available to Indicate effects of age range 
groupings and class size on special education students. 

h. The effects of summer school on special education children should 
be determined. 

1. The effects of placing children in the least restrictive 

environment needs further study ^ particularly to determine the 
effects on academic achievement and social adjustment. 

J. A stuc^r of the appeals process In Illinois would be useful In 
determining the extent to which Income, socio-economic status, or 
rural /urban/ suburban variables have an effect on the use of due 
process by parents. 

k. The extent to which students exit froi^i special education needs 
stue|y. 



Pre 1 1 ml nary Recommeida t1 on ; 

The State Board of Education should direct the State Superintendent to 
evaluate and prioritize the proposed research and development agenda 
contained In this report and obtain assistance and collaboration of the 
State special education research community In fulfilling that agenda, as 
appropriate. 

Public Conment 

Public comment touched on many of the above reconnendatlons for research, 
development, or evaluation activities: 

0 There should be timelines for the collection of hard data and 
reliable evidence about Justifying special education activities. 

0 Effectiveness of program options should be studied. 

p Support evaluation of special students' programs and services based 
on measurable minimal standards. Effort*; should be focused on 
program outcomes. . 

0 The state should conduct research to gather accurate field data on 
current practices. 

<« 

0 Assertion that class size, age range limits, malnstreaming, and 
summer school have little demonstrated value undermines the 
confidence of parents In the competency of their schools. Until 
reliable data are developed, no premature action should be taken to 
weaken these mandates. 
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0 Criteria for deciding whether a related service Is educational In 
nature should be supported by valid research before there are 
restrictions. 

In summary, there was support for the reconmendatlon concerning additional 
research and development activities. 

Issue 7: How can the state reduce data burden on local school districts but 
^ stm obtain information it needs for accountability purposes! 

Preliminary Finding ; 

Excessive paperwork requirements should be reduced. Time taken for 
unnecessary forms canpletlon Is time taken from Instruction, 
supervision, and adnlnlstratlon. Basic auditing, monitoring and 
reporting requirements must still be met, however. In order that the 
State has the necessary Information for monitoring and maintaining 
accountability. 

Preliminary Recomnendatlon ; 

The State Board of Education, In recognizing Its previously adopted goal 
for "Simplifying Reporting Systems," should direct the State 
" " "Superintendent "to submit a tlme^speclflc data management plan whereby 
the State and federal reporting requirements are met for special 
education In an efficient and effective manner. This plan should 
achieve the development of integrated pupil data bases, which include,, 
but are not limited to, special education information. It should also 
lead to a decrease in the data burden on .school districts and an 
Increase in the data use at the state level. t 

Public Comment 

Public comment was received from at least one administrative group: 

d The recoimtendation to consolidate and simplify reporting is indeed 
needed and welcomed. 



Issue 8: How should the State proceed when state mandates are linked with 
reoerai mandates and state mandates are in need of change? ~ 

Preliminary Assumption ; 

A major assumption underlying this study concerned the relationship of 
the State statute and regulations to federal statute and regulations. 
Because the task force did not want to be inhibited in its analysis, 
evaluations, and recommendations; because the federal statute and 
regulations are also currently under review; and because Illinois has 
traditionally taken a leadership role regarding special education, the 
task force took the position that the current status of whe federal 
mandate should not direct or Influence the direction of this study. 
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Therefore, It was assumed that If changes were needed In a State 
mandate, and this mandate was reflective of a federal mandate, then 
Illinois policymakers and opinion leaders would work toward making 
necessary changes at the federal level." In this way, potential 
violation of applicable federal statutes could be avoided, but areas for 
needed changes could be identified. 

Preliminary Recommendation ; 

, . 

The State Board of Education should seek the cooperation of the U.S.* 
Congress and the Illinois General 'Assembl:' In declaring a moratorlun 
through 1984 on establishing any laws dictating additional 
responsibilities for special education on the local or state education 
agency. This moratorium Is necessary to allow sufficient time to revise 
tiie statutes and rules In accordance with the findings of this report. 
Further, the. moratorium is necessary since the amount of legislation 
passed during a relatively short period of time has contributed to 
legitimate problems and complaints. 

Therefore, the State Board of Education should direct the State 
Superintendent to develop and submit a time-specific plan which will 
Increase the likelihood of cooperation foV a legislative and 
congressional moratorium and allow time for drafting legislation needed 
to revise State statutes and encourage appropriate federal legislation. 



Public Comment 



"Public comment includedr 



0 Moratorium on laws is needed so rules and regulations can truly be 
evaluated. 

0 (We) shall urge the Congress 6f the United States to adequately 
. fund P.L. 94-^42 commensurate with the mandates required by the Act. 

0 The Idea of pursuing a moratorium on new laws and regulations, 
while revising of existing dictates is occurring, is a must. 

In general, most testifiers either ignored the recormtendation or expressed 
disbelief that the state^ could influence federal mandates. Indeed, the most 
general reaction has been^^We'll have to wait to see what the feds are going 
to do." . s_ 

Ongoing Staff Activities to Obtain Further Information 

Several staff activities are still ongoing regarding this study: 

First, while the preliminary report wa$ being prepared, the staff relied on 
prior testimony to the School Problems Comitission, past public hearings on 
special education, and letters and compUlnts about the ongoing regulatory 
process* Several external groups are being Invited to provide further 
advice to the staff prior to the development of the staff's final report 
findings and recomnafidaticns. 
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Second, as a result of the request to deans of Colleges pf Education for * 
relevant research studies not ^t published In J.ournals, several were sent 
to staff. Also, recently completed studies were brought to the attention of 
the staff . These will be reviewed extensiv^ely* prior to the preparation of 
the final staff recommendations and a determination will be made as to 
whether changes^ln the findings- are warranted as a result of that new 
Information. 

Third, although funding of special education was purposely deleted from this 
stucjy, one recommendation necessarily has funding Implications: lowering the 
age limit for those served from 3 to 1 or point of first identification. 
Most of the public comment did not reject this recommendation outright; 
concerns were expressed relative to funding any additional services. 
Therefore, staff are identifying the, nimber of special education students 
who might be eligible if this mandate were changed ^nd are determining its 
associated projected costs. 
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Appendix A: Organizations, Groups, and Agencies Sent Preliminary Report 

1., Special Education, Regional, and Program Directors 

2. District and Regional Superintendents 

3. Illinois Association of School Administrators 

4. Illinois Association of School Boards 

5. Illinois Association of Principals 

6. State Advisory Council on the Education of Handicapped Children * 

7. Higher Education Advisory Council (In special education) 

8. Pupil Personnel Services Advisory Board 

9. Advisory Board for'Servlces for Deaf/Blind Individuals 
^ 10. United Cerebral Palsy 

11. Illinois Catholic Conference 

12. Illinois Administrators of Special Education 

13. Office of Civil Rights - Chicago 

14. Illinois Association for Retarded Citizens 

15. Illinois Association of Children with Learning Disabilities 

16. Chicago Handicap Services Advocate 

17. Illinois Society for the Autistic 

18. Illinois Alliance for Exceptional Children and Adults 

19. Advocates for the Handicapped Coordination Council 

20. Illinois Association of School Nurses ' 

2 U 111 Inoi s Gutdance-and^^ersonnel^ Associ atl on t-'- ~ 

22. Illinois Developmental Disability Advocacy Authority 

23. Association for School Social Workers 

24. Illinois Association of Rehabilitative Facilities 

25. Illinois Council for Exceptional Children 

26. Illinois School Psychological Association 

27. Illinois Federaticn of Teachers 

28. Illinois Education Association > 

Legislative conmissions and* staff or executive branch groups receiving the 
report Included: ' • , , 

1. Governor's Purchased Care Review Board 

2. School Problems Commission - Mandates Subcommittee 

3. Governor's PlanniWcouncil on Developmental Oisabilities 

4. Legislative Investigating Commission 

5. Illinois Connisslon on Children 

6. Illinois Commission on Occupational and Physical Therapy 

7. Illinois Commission on Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities 

8. Guardianship and Advocacy Commission 

9. Legislative education staff to the House and Senate 

10. Special Assistant to the Governor on Education 

11. Bureau of the Budget Education ^taff 

Other' state agencies receiving a copy of the report included: 

1. Department of^ildren and Family Services 

2. Department of ^Public Health 

3. Department of Rehabilitative Services - Illinois School for the Deaf 

4. Department of Rehabilitative Services - Illinois School for the 
Visually Impaired 

5. Department of Public Aid 

6. Department of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities 
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i EDUCATION WEEK • FEBRUARY 10, 1982 

Illinois Ponders Cutting Special-Education Rules 



i>tate Board Panel Seeks To Loosen Federal Rules, 
Give Local Officials More Control of Programs 



By Don Sevener 

Springheld, III.— Special-interest groups 
in Illinois, wary of altering requirements that 
protect the rights of the handicapped, are re- 
sisting a move by the state board of education 
to reduce special-education regulations and to 
curb red tape for local school districts; 

The state board's committee on policy and 
planning held the first of two public hearings 
. last week on recommendations contained in a 
preliminary 'staff report on special-education 
^mandates. Education officials hope to enact 
such changes for their state and then to lobby 
for similar changes in the federal laws govern- 
ing education of the handicapped. 

Among the staff report's recommendations 
were: 

• Eliminating the requirement that handi- 
capped children be taught in the least restric- 
tive environment; 

• Ending categorizations of handicaps as a 
means of placing students in special-educa- 
tion classes; 

• Changing the process for developing indi- 
vidual education plans to grant more flexibil- 
ity to local administrators; and 

• Allowing local educators to determine 
class size for special-education courses. 

Deputy Superintendent Nelson Ashline 
said Illinois officials will work through their 
Congressional delegation to amend the feder- 
al law that dictates state regulations. He also 
said that in some instances— for example, in 
the case of individual education plans— state 
authorities believe they have some latitude in 
implementing the broad directives of federal 
law. Vi 

He also pointed to a recent federal-court de- 



cision in Pennsylvania, which held that a 
child in a special-education facility did not 
have to be mainstreamed. 

•'So what the judge is saying," Mr. Ashline 
noted, "is that you can't equate the fuzzy 
mainstreaming mandate with the importance 
of a child learning basic skills. These laws 
may be veiy vuhierable." 

Overturning Gains 

Although local officials applauded the re- 
port, and some of the recommendations re- 
ceived qualified support from groups repre- 
senting special-education interests, the pre- 
ponderance of testimony suggested the state 
board was attempting to overturn nearly two 
decades of hard-fought gains for the handi- 
capped 

The burden of proof is on the state boaid of 
education to show that . . . means other than 
mandates will be successful," Walter FVee- 
man. director of the Land of Lincoln Chapter 
of the United Cerebral Palsy Society told the 
committee. 

^ am convinced that the same pressures 
which worked to deny special-education ser- 
vices to handicapped children ih 1963 (when 
the push began in Illinois to require such pro- 
grams] would work to reduce or eliminate 
many of the services that are provided today if 
the mandate is repealed or relaxed," said Os- 
car Weyl, lobbyist for the Illinois Federation of 
Ibachers. 

And the mother of a five-year-old epileptic 
giri told board members, can guarantee you 
from personal experience that without these 
necessary regulations, many school districts 
will choose the easiest way out." 

State ofHcials said they anticipated a ""pa- 



rade of special interests seeking to guard their 
territory." 

''Much of the testimony related to protect- 
ing their turf," said G. Howard Thompson, 
chairman of the committee. ''I was disappoint* 
ed we didn't hear more constructive criti- 
cism." 

According to State Superintendent of Edu- 
cation Donald G. Gill, *A substantial portion 
of the testimony was very self-serving. We 
knew we would get much of that^on't touch 
(the mandates! or make [them] stmnger." 

Both Mr. Gill and Mn Thompson said they 
were not discouraged and noted that several 
speakers endorsed at least a part of the report 
The testimony, they said, gave them some- 
thing to work with in preparing final recom- 
mendations to go to the full boaid late this, 
spring. 

Expressing his commitment to the effort, 
Mr. Gill said, 'We must work toward more 
flexibility in the things we require of local 
school districts " 

If the state is not providing primary financ- 
ing of education— and we're not->there is no 
way local districts can do all these things,'* Mr, 
Thompson added, ^ere are just too many 
things that have been dumped on them by the 
General Assembly, the courts, the state board 
of education, and the Congress." 

That was a theme echoed by local officials 
who supported the preliminary plan. 

'Exceeded our Grasp* 

The only reason people are attacking the 
mandates is that we can't live up to them,"one 
superintendent said. •The commitment has 
exceeded our grasp, our ability, and our re- 
sources to meet it." 

And yet those fearful of retreat said they re- 
membered that not too long ago even the com- 
mitment was missing. 

"It was really parents in the 1950's. not the 
professionals, who felt these children could \ 
team, and they set i;p church-based programs 
in store-front operations to teach them," 
Elaine Hoff of the Illinois Association for Re- \ 
tarded Citizens. | 
Becky Kirk of Decatur, a parent whose I 
daughter attends special-education classes^ ! 
told the committee. ^1 hope that you will care- ' 
fully consider any possible changes. It has tak- 
en parents, advocates, and special educators 
years to get education legislation for children 
with handicaps. 

"Now. we are in ?n economic crunch, and 
too much could be lost for all the wrong rea- 
sons. 
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j Educators differ on special education rules 

^l^T^'r-^^' ' »«. -u.. T'^** 



, Don Sevener 
Southern Illlnoistan 
Springfield 
Two Soiiiliorn Illinois educators 
diffm-d .siinipiy Wcdnrsdny over a 
^'iL'l^ Hn-ii-iljif JiUutalioij Initiative 
to out ri'd tape In teaching the 
handicapped. • 

WHIIani a. Clarlda. superintendent 
of the llerrin Kchool district, en- 
dorsed recoinmendallons contained 



[ 



State 



] 



serving the handicapped." 

The '^•proposed more naccid stand- 
ards." he said, "hinder the efforu to 
Improve the quality of training (of 



Hut Sidney K. Miller, a itpeclal 
educallna professor at Southern Il- 
linois Unlversity-Carbondalc. said 
the rpporl represented a "rollback of 
commitmenis" to "equal opportunity 
and appropriate education." 



.r Jwl t>y U»e mother of an capped child," >he said. "She U a 

giMtIc nve-yearsild girl - chal- chliTwho RpfSw to have lom! 

jjJ8^gW» jWtedom of trnkcring with handicapping ffitloS. 

Mrs. awkSTklrk of Decatur told nkT'lS;, Sf, J'' « WHh 

the committee It should reject many « o^h*"" "ve- 

Of the proposed changes, Including i ^^Vr^I^^^V^^^if"^ !? 

recommendation to scrap a requfre. L ^"^^aPP^* iha« 

ineni that handicapped chlldrw Join .**ilLEf!?JJ' /" wyuHere 

regular school actKllles wherever SSLiJS^i? ~ ««> 

possible. wnerever dlfferenl' That is utterly absurd and 

•i con guarantee you from perton^ fflS^'K " « 

al experience that without th<^ nee- » « "jLw .ic. ^.-^ . 

essary regulations, many school dis- Aikl? JlL^* objected to many 



Dm cte'JSriKudy and Si^TrSSniKaT^ " objected to many 
fi"/l"fl!'^_«A'nin".»<'« be aware Mrs. Kirk told the commfllce? ~ ' 



that "some dangers do exist. 

He said many staff recommenda- 
ttons would require changes In fcder- 



J!«mnu( .c hcM llw firsl of Iwo pub- tSS^S^-^ J !Jh. 



the board's staff. Final recommcn- 
dnllons ore to be presented to the 
full board this .spring. 

Tlic &(a(e board commissioned the 
study in an effort to rcvi.sc state re- 
qulrenionls and give local districts 



tors, parents and advocates (for the 
handicapped)." 

"Until those changes have been 
Implemented. It is very important 
that local school districts and par- 
ents are not caught In a conflicting 



She and her husband have been 
battling Macon-Platt Special Educa- 
tion District officials who have at- 

•■our d«,h.., . ™. . ,.„d,. Sg'^SSSfcSX'ir.m^'"'' 



force - and her remarks won sup- 
port from various special-Interest 
groups presenting testimony. 

Others suggested eliminating the 
ISSSL^J?*?* ^ advlsoo- councils 



more flexiblli.y - wilh ,;j,^»naTco t and c;Su2SgTeKf 'CaVK^^ 
savmns - ill adminlKtcring s|>ccial allons" but rather are S^^^ ru d-" 
cduoalion programs. ai.cc and auihorily to carry out new 



Miller .suki privseiil stale and feder- 
al regulalion.s. coinlJiiieU wiJh re- 
search into sp«'cial education tech- 
niques, have yielded "njore highly 
committed persons ... committed to 



responsibllilics. 

Other local school officials echoed 
Clarlda's support for the recommen- 
dations, but they were in the minor- 
ity at the hearing where most senti- 
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^^^^^^^^9!} S&VWW education discussed 

lygWSwwigwti u ^-^^ ^.u .... 



About 4S sdMol effletoli tnm Um if dls* 
triett wbtcb make tip Uw Black Hawk Ana 
Special EducaUon DUtrkt(BHASEO) leanwd 
mort this wMk aboot lUtt aad Mtral 
kfUIaUoa affaetlu ipMial adneatioa pre> 



nm Ball, Ctamc* Oarrew and Ben Polk. 

BHASEO govcralng board mcctinf and opca 
how, whoaa tltam* was "Spteial Educatioo •> 
Pmcat and Future." 

t 'is* to 

Uraitad, Bell said. 

TbadeUveryefipaeialediicaUeaatnnees 

Asaenibiy.- Polk said. 'Allbough tba Mat« 
economy bat followed tbt national ceonofflie 
rccesstoa ud lUtc revenues and spendint 
iM»Ki betii curtailed. appro^riaUoos for spc- 
^flHi'^* proraos ba« • remained a hifh 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR ALL special edo- 
ciUop progrima increased lit percent from 
fiscal year 1980 to 1982. he saidApproprta. 
tions for specUl education traasporution 
tacwased from 140 n^lUon in fiscal year 1980 
tolS7 million In fisal year 1982 - an Increase 
wits ptfcent AllocaUons for spedal educa< 

fr".'"!.'!?"*?.* Propa™ rou from |H mil- 
lion to S20 miflloo - an increase of « perwit 
However, the fiscal aodacosiiaaie outlook in 



fiscal yaar IMS la lood. Polk ui± 
-Ravcmiai wUl a|aia be limited.- ha said 
Tunds are simply not available to support 
larft ioereasaa ia spending or sinUinBt 
•xpansioMtaprogianSr 

Altbougb fundi wUI again b« limited. -I 
anUdpatt Ibat tba Legislaturt will agala 
maintain cdueatloa aa a bigh priority and! 



what Is strangling you la relation to tbe 
be said. -TaU us wbat you want 



mandates, 
eliminated.* 

b otber betioa, a tOlde and Up« pr«senU> 
lion. -Tbia is BHASEDToday*. was abostown 
to tte memben uid was designed to acquaint 
experienced aad newly.«iected scbool board 

Tim Bell. Clarence Oarrew and Ben Polk. for .b«ui«!u«i«« cISlcSSattorneylbrBHASED. discussed 

the legal aspaeta of special education and Gail 

Illinois State Board of Education, talked about 
state and federal rules and regulations and 
fldanctal aspects of special cdttcatina 



for spedal education programs aad servicn: 

Polk Stressed tbe importance of Involve* 
BMnt by scbool officiate in the tegisUtive 
proem "I Mcpunge you to mako your viewa 
known to tbe LegbSatur* and to membcnof 
Uw •ducatta and appreprtationa commit* 
ti«.-btaald-Tog«fcen 
do to insure UMt nedal educatioo recelvea iu 
iUr share of avaiiaUt funda.* 

DARAOWEaiOED Polk's statement say* 
ingj -W* are seeing a considerable reduction 
ot funds fWm federal soii^M and the wbcd 
ibat squeaks tbe loudest - the ooo that has the 
best organlation - is tbe one tbat.wta get tbe 
funding.' 

He urged scbool officials to provide a 
current outgoing and accurate stream of 
InformaUon to their elected officials. This 
could best be done by personal letters aad 
personal contact be said. 

School officials asked for more flexlbiUty 
for their districts in how they implement 
special education mandates. Polk responded 
by asking tbcm to be mflre socciUc 'Tell us 



ATTHB BUA8ED governing board meet* 
ittg, new beard iDcmbers were seated m4 
effieers elected Bruce Petenon. reprtsenllflg 
the Mollne district wu elected president and 
Jane Robinson. representini{ the Silvia dis* 
triet was elected vice president 
^ New board members seated include Sharon 
Wbitaey. KamptOK Tom Timmerman, Colona; 
Dora Larson, Orion; Maurice DeSutter. AN 
Wood; Vernon Johnson. Aledo: Oou« Hessman. 
Westmer, and Al Holdsworth, Sherrard 

Other board members include Grin Hock* 
bold Rockridg« Jane Grahlmaon. Hock Is* 
and*Milan: Dennis Griffin. East Molina: 
William Meyers. United Township Hieh 
School: Joan PoUliet Riverdale: and Valeric 
Van Vooren. Carbon ClUf. The Winola seat is 
vacant at this time. 
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MandatesreafSrmecl 



Mot® admarass'Js'afiave te-sdcrj^ 



.n^fl.i*^^.?'"."^ '^'''3 °" education services for stu. 

JSnL^T'^'' l*"^'- Statistics demonstrate 
SSSrl I VS*"*"^' 'P*''^' education insfruc- 

providing all children with an tion is much more effective 

f.EL!f** education, but when .he child's problem is 

suggested a need for more idenUHed at an urlier age. 

owl - flexibility in adininis. the report said. The reported 

tering special education rules recommended keeping the ud- 

tnd r^ulations. according to per age limit at 21. 

the Illinoii.Suie..B©ai4-of The report emphasized a 

EduMiiflu need to streamline present 

^e preliminary report on rules and regulations govem- 

special education mandates is >ng the placement of students 

part of the Illinois State in special education classes. 

Board of Education's effort to Modifications in the Individ- 

review all mandates placed ualized Education Plan (lEP) 

. upon elementary and sccon- for students were also rccom- 

dary education. mended. 

The report stressed a need The recommended 



needs, the report s)iggested 
the establishment of a system 
for interagency cooperation 
to deal with the full spectrum 
of human services. 

After receiving comments 
on the recommendations in 
the preliminary report, the 
committee will review the re^ 
port and comments before the 
superintendent makes his rec- 
ommendations to the com- 
mittee on a policy oosition for 
the board. 



for special education nan- 
dates to recognize the desires 
of local boards, parents, and 
professionals to make ap- 
propriate decisions concern- 
ing their children. However, 
the state recognizes its re- 
sponsibility in protecting chil- 
dren from either intentional 
or unintentional abridgment 



— niod- 

ifications include stating 
clearly the services to be pro- 
vided, the reasons for those 
services, the procedures for 
evaluating the effectiveness of 
programs, and the conditions 
for terminating services. 

A need for . research on 
both the disproportionate 
number of black students 




oMhat decision ™,kingpr„. ^Sin rt„S iieS 

•The task force believes, 
for example, that a local in- 
terdisciplinary staffing with 
parental involvement can de- 
• termine in what size of class, 
and with what kind of chil- 
dren, a child should be 
placed." 

At present, special educa- 
tion rules and regulations 
specify the number of stu- 
dents per teacher for the vari- ,^v., ^„vcrning .oc 
ous special education classes, education agencies 
« niHt I * * ''P^? To ensure that handl- 

?^H!irJ,7«'J,"?J''* '^"Pf^ P«"on» obtain free, 

quirement from three years to appropriate instructional and 
one year for providing special supportive .services for thS j 



handicapped (EMH) classes 
and the ovcrreprcsentation of 
white children in learning-dis- 
iibled classes was also cited in 
the report. 

The report recommended 
that the state superintendent 
of education seek cooperation 
from the U.S. Congress and 
the Illinois General Assembly 
in declarin a moratorium 
throuh 1984 on uny additional 
laws governing local or state 
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eep special-ed 
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ByDonWydiff 

Dw Jirdlni, repreM&Uog a coalition of 8S orsaniza»iAii« 

tw*? co«2!,fi'ri^ •PfSaJld at ?Jf Of 

two committee hearings on a preUminary studs by thThinl 

•h72!,®K^'^^">"CA«ON iSSy 5 tte flm of Ave chat 

we^r?2.«S!?fn*5r f^^^'5?2 ipedal-educatlon students' 
were enrolled In Illinois school districts last year and that the 
state appropriated $234,548,000 for spediJ rtucaUon. 

edu^«on • •;con.pelllng SSlntTe«" in special 

eaucation, but recommends several chances to bIv* A^ut^T 

JS'^Ji '»^5fJ°,''"Jl"'**«" P'<w««i«« "sed when pYrenu 

mem. imposed only within the last six years, has reSi it 
lb Jj^mT"' °' """^ chilJ«nVr?gur '«1cil 

cidmed that she had been forced to spend So^W) So out 
2II to™«? t^!":!'!' • ^•/al baSe with schod d JtSc 

Gahtf "Jd * "u'*rM* ' " v'ctim of this system." 

oaiQtl said. Ms this what we want for our citizens?" 

either adopted or rejected by the full state board and ooLibi! 
recommended to Gov. Thompson and the Leglsllfure^ ^ 
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brews over which mandates to keep 



lyDONSSVMU 

SCOT, ^rm s**;;*' ■j52*S 

5Stt*co4i mf tt» kvrt •< ^» P2?iJ•a*.«-ll,« 
WIN iMuM dMMt «M a VMUty tteMUM tt? 
JVofram 'dc^mMtUling* urged 

SSSJS?nu local ^ii£;««?Jfi» 

■utf nmiEuw to f aeaUonal a ducn iwi ana Mim^Mi 

to tK uumi 

m -if Mcirtf ewiWnl ovtmUa IM Bajortty and |ct 
to^JSiJmi'nuciiw art » e*^L*i*?Cj*2iiS 



MM lor bafidkapprd yauncitofB. M^rt M**l£!!$^ ~ 

Ikrtfuhthn U in vogy 
M Uto» fto« to ttf tN« 




-YHI ■ ^.SS.'Kir.rrSl MM! (MM Out 



SSH^aanr^aVMdSd su^UUnti (Umi^ d 
t kSibuSm to local hadi 



to'te^nm^mSS^ to local hadi 

torSLSinS! ttaM«^ lt» miiim, 

Nat aidy »• rt«t w oiUy a Cr»« 




Soow (tar thai athtr lacUl imU hanM to tot 
cnawflUI toUTFtniML 

«l If Uto auto Mcu tui fM mM; 
pMiucf ai Uto uip«y«r ^val and 
will .iSinjTT that" taya «'tlM Ryv. tt* 

k«dM.'aMaiiaii««->^ .^lS7utoffaiatoid aad II ifc^ 

^^j^: u^-u- rsiM«r.?5ssatrs;jJS 

ctol. aa ra totoortMA ^ It *^ >^ 




kMtt dftvar cdyeaUoN tht rtctti de»aiai a i» 

Bg. ^t v ? gSiiiiw»cutbactato Navnuaitab. a»iiw»fwi<;w-™ ^ 



On-lhe-riMKi dHier Mining cmlly 

Btnt ol U» warn. awMrt ^ "Il2<5l5 

ju>»^ for gMM tdlurtmfftt Mtft Turner, aeaocta t 

tiM If Ihtltaie rrttiw^d or mnovtd 0» rt^rrmfw. 
«jHrDOtotttialtor|Mtor(tofrtutoiML ^ ^ 

* MBi to5!ntoaladucaUa«."tay»llo«ard JaciM 

lui to aocto caart, rtmoval ol ma«daM mifM pmw 
Uttt wouid rattor kttp. weft u nva iwewf. 

M^it tacbday ittoir Kncli ai actooir 
K SSoatd fiCwal bud«rt wu ait tittetad. to 

' Pv4maliacMictoaU-taih^tvtt*,Mto*«»a*^ 
•MM poor duibm vtU no« to Md. 



SSUffft^ ^ H.|.. Mc rMUMto to 'Maadato* fMCtol tdycatiom 



uAoito. ludi to to claai auw ar ito KQutfrt ra«^ 
irfvf tot ia«a an^tor t« Wto wrth ««w toactofi. 
SpccUi^iutemt gniuim iWjwuw 

SiKi a war cry amouAU to a dcdaratton ol war tor 
toMy totdal'totortat tnuptu 

UtoMitto tnapa to ito EA'a Ryor? 

r^Sni Mdltot ato cnUcal to ito toalih ai^ irrtl- 
toiM 01 Muditoi, aatttfy aad aoy tofUUUta o( «umy 



- -Takhif to<ar t«»tri«Kt ayl al drtvtr td«eaitoo to 
tooumoiMt to ttfedOftf a duM to rat wUtotd a toUt. 
•pmartofk-waHtomathtmpicturtt. 

• "I wwid augftal Uat aa arfaaiird lyitom ol pftya* 
Irat idgcaUM tt aa toiportaal to tto tody aa a* off** 

Uad auidy «f tto toalca to to tto miad.'* ^ , 

Ajid My liM ol acalim tocft itfvfcn to htndlcappto 
yowdUn pratoau er»« al coactra and ouuatt from 
ttov ftto took altrr tilt i«da ol spcctal tmnn. 

*'WrttoU a mandato. (toft u no guaraAirt ai aU rw^ 
datrKU voUd pwwt Ito itnfwi." u« EUmw 
toboyttf tor tto Uiuwa Aaioctoltoi (or fUtardMi CKt« 
m. "It maiMto mt ol ito «hcto to<umto« tock la tto 



^Un! IMT aayi at i«ie»f«arty 

Cummoif MgrndM in nrviii**! 

•I cSSttf tor Kxcf9i^ SSlSilSS. M«m tto 
• U'l important to l^.ti^w^^Jg^jSiTirtS 
ictooi andtto parwu.'* to 'Tto wajonty of tM 

Johmy itoyW to to ito BUnWrd ar tto KH Krtota rra« •. 
tot tiouo " 

•ctoet yrar, Kuttemrytr aayi. "But tojdnd that, I dat i 

•^TirSmihai W«m 'act ymc difticukr 
aua tot al o(tor prvivama «iH (xv diificuuy. 
. Scott JacoU would (act difftciilitr*. »« 

-Itod rtsma," Wa iiwttof ta>i Mrd wor f\trv 
thtoa to'i a-itord. And to tov« Knool. When he • on ta- 
TiSLti innio 10 10 Kto<M. It mould to (^.n< a«ay 
rrrryt'iwd to tooka (anrtrd lo. ' ^ 
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School Districts Chafe Under Mandate Burden 

ft|a^^^ g^^^^^^g ^^^k ^^^^^^^ t^^, 

Sv^ctSnSSf 5v ^^^^ 



AH** mil, Mi^Hiii«Mf4U tl • 
mmN aclMl tfUirici U CkMBH%« 

tev« Um fra^r liwtf,** Kail mW. 

ite Iwil 4iiirkf In Ml Mm 
C«Mi if wiM H UUl Itt M« ikm •! 
Mm MMteu iMifly Willi Hm !•«.** 

IkM'* |«l MM iSMIflt. IM MM. if 

dM huNM iclMi4i iMvi ii Mrnrlii 
Ml IMM MllMt#ftl i4lcUi 

1 <|M'I IMM MyilOttf H«lMl iM 

I IIM e iM4 liM iMi 
ilM kUi hftvi ite alttii,** mU 
Mall, MHHM«a4«M •! Ik* AKL 
MmI DMfict. *'S«l wfcM li|ii- 
Utiira «M4«t«i A HMrM m4 

fMMl kMH, lllMllto«|^toliM 

MtUki u My furito m«u.** 
Ii mm\m m iIm iuii tew m 

MlH iMWOMlteMi tUlttlM 
«llrt fMll iWitI H iMftiig «l U.i, 
Mfticy ftM pcMriM for kMM' 
MlM cM4rM. Tten M iIm itali 
fiMtoUoM MMrtM ivfnriMM (m 
MUiM M4ii U ^liMiiMl M 
MiClMrt.' 

fc l i Xm i SM 4mIm4 Nm li#, 
iwuMm ii4 CMMtfti — mi iclMal 
•fficlAU liki H«M kivi ^ ukiM§ 
Mil* «y IMtfil tttkUU nIM 
fiM ite hm4$m %i Miy n^iilff • 



AIL icloo(i M ABtrtM, 
Ui4« tmi iMfvUw irt iMn ^ Mdi 
IMMI IM , iCMT^I M KiU. Pra- 
ifMii iMll M 4riv«f MiriiinM m4 
iptcUl UiMUm ifi HtttettliHy 
MtHy. iMMli 

VmaI On SyMMi 
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7Sl!ii0iMMinwi< SST^'STinS^^ 
..^•^^gg.** fci iiii i im iMIfcM fcr Mik «MrkM «m nfi. 

£rw«i*t5?^-^^^ «rtfiM^»*lM,,iiirMrtlMa 




<lMlffilii n 



i ' y ' 
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MMT li Mm MMIm iMAPflM MMl^b HiMkir M 

liitralilaMiM,** Wi5«iiUl*ilM« , Miay liol 4lilrtiii mm uIm> '1 I 
MiNttM^TiiialyiAMiMiMili m \ n 

„^ ^ 4^iHtUI i^lMMlM MM4»M« iM • : I 
iMMi MMMlt. M£««M It IU*i«l Mm*' * I 
iM i iM iy af M» jyaa. t rU i mr ai Ifca fliO Mf iNy al 
MfriMibylMrM Wiiiii, 

Ha4 af^ UN Itait .v FUi immi , fmtftoa a^Ml 

i 



M6il9li «aM UMh ^ 
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aog||ng plan draws womaii/^s 



^^^•Id epileptic dj 



\ .> • ByD0N8GVeNER 

8rmNGFini4) - a Decatur wonun - 
nrifinn i« «n4 to "t^uratloiial seirccatlon 
tor any cilldren" was In Uie vanAianS of , 

ai6fiHioA Wcdiiffday to an intQols Board of 
Ncalloii Inlllallvt to eul rtd tape In 
iclNN»tio|^of the liandlca|i|M. 

y Klr)c; who imh^ Mr 5*year« 
oaufftitcr to Sonnyilda Schools 
bnard eommltlfo not to if rap «b 
raf)tflrcnient lhat bindlcamd youngilars 
^Vtgtttar school aetlvitlas wherover 

A r^^c;ofnmcndatloQ to dump the re<|titr^ 
moot'ls among several contained In a Si- 
' pait reppH ty iho state tioard staff review* 
« lad var lovs rules, regulations and laws re- 
laitog to spc^l education. 
. ™ feSoard*s policy and planning eotmnll- 
tee held the first of Iwo public hearings on 
tke report In preparation of final reeom- 



mendatlona to be proscntcd to tlw full body 
this spring. 

The stale board commissioned the stmly 
In an "Effort to reviM sfato re^titlrcmonla and 
give local distrlru more flo^clblllly - wllli 
potential cost savlnp In administering 
special education programa. 

Put Mrs. Kitk disagreed wjlh the l.ish 
force cooclttf ion that liere Is "no compi*!- 
Hng stai9 laierest" In retaining the rcqglrc- 
meet thai handicapped children be In- 
tegrated, where poulble. with nan-handl- 
cappod sctwelmatcs. 

. "I can guarantee you from personal ei- 

Crience lhat wiiitout these necessary ni;u- 
llona. many school districts will choose 
(be easy way out." she totd the rommttlce. 

Mrs. Kirk said itlie and her husbiml hiivc 
beet hatUIng Macon Hall Special IMucatlon 
District ofilclali who have atlrmptod to 
keep their daughter In a "totally segregated 
achool for only handicapped chiKlicn." 



Our diiughter Is not n handicapped 
child," she said. *'8he Is a child who bap* 
pens to have some bandicapphig condtiions. 

"First, she Is a llllle girt, with likes and 
dislikes as all other ^year*olds. To scgrb* 
gate her is to say to her. *You art so baiidl- 
capped that you can't poaalbly fit In any- 
wltero bill a special school *^ you are too 
diffcrcRt.' That Is utterly absurd and com- 
pictcly unfair to her u an todlvMual." 

Society. Mrs. Kirk uld, «*shou1d not bo 
Si'gregalrd -* nor should children who hap* 
pc^ to bo handicapped." 

nite&iid **somef)no. somewhere doritted 
tho aegrrgatlon of Mack chlMrcn shwild end 
^ It's time the state of IIHnois realized the 
educational segregation of any children 
sbi)urd end." 

Mrs. Kirk also objected — and won sup* 
poft from various speclaMnlcrest groups 
presenting testlmnny to many otiier con- 
(iusloqs drawn by the task force. 



• Modification of Individual education 
plans for each handicapped youngster, al* 
f hough specifics of the proposal were not 
spelkd out. The staff also auosated ending 
sununer school rf^ptirements for the handt* 
capped Ihitwsh audi ptans. 

• EUmlnaltoa of handicap categorlutlon 
for placing children In speclaluad pro* 
grams. 

• Allowing local educators to determine 
tlie appropriate class else for special educa* 
Uoo programa. 

• Deleting the requirement for advisory 
hoards and couiuHls. 

• Lowering the eligibility age for handl- 
ci^iped scrvlceo from 3 to I. 

Rcpresenlatlvcs of teachers, special edu* 
catkm admlnlstralorf and erganlzatkms coo* 
cemcd wllh the h^UMttcapped attacked many 
of tixMie suggcstioor. 

Some contended, for example, the system 



ire 

dasstf^inc youngsters according to thdr 
handicap ensures each child Is placed In an 
jqvnropriate program. 

t^'hers suggcsled ellmlnitifig the require- 
ment Jn advisory councils would render 
them superfluous In the decision-making 
process relallng to special (^ucallon<|)ro« 
grams. 

But the senilmeni opposed to the recom* 
meodations was not unanimous. 

Jane Qrahimann. prf sident of the flock 
fslaud-Mlian school board, said local dis* 
tricta need more latitudo "in providing the 
programs and services for all of^iur chil- 
dren. Induifing those with sncclal needs." 

I^al boards, she said, ^'con he trusted 
to kmk out for Hicir own «*hl1di«n, b(Hh spe« 
dal and regular ... local pn^cs^lonal educa- 
tors win prescribe bcttf r programs for tiidr 
students If they are relieved from refuta- 
tions which waste resources and limit op* 
portuAlllcs." 
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Tsr^<«n««,«.*. — * Iwppens when we don't bave the law 

u Ji* « to stand behind?" 
tag of board members Esther Post Becky iSrt Path fir.«M.n» 

aS Methodist which opposed the possible changes. 

PATH m*mh.M m^Li ^ *^®P'«* «Port WOW available 

rtj members asked the board to those wis hiotf ta witm uttmZ tZ 

District Se sSSlSSf. " 



will take a stand on the proposed 
reyistons hi special education laws. 

But Mrs. Post said the school 
board has not seen the report and 



Mrs. Post explained- that the ef- 
fects of school closings on special 
edueation students cannot be de- 

ir5Jl!5**"*'*'* board there are no firm details on the fate 



mtetti^. 

Participants expressed fears that 
we proposed revisions- would cut 
jpeaai education programs. 



Of speciai edncaUon students/she 
said. 

The final placement of special 
education students will be based on 



ht;^i^^i^^Soi^^^'''^ Uke«»«P«laleduca. 
1° . tion kids are not being weighed into 



At (east f l7e iftEi abiut SO par. the fiSnee ?^«idT1Srr5!Si"? 
ipants cited Droblems thAii» ^hn. 



Ucipants cited problems their chil- 
dren have had receiving special .Qu- 
estion services from the Ma^.on- 
Plait Srjocial Education District. 



PATH vice president 

"Don't wait until the schools are 
closed and fit us in the back door." 
said Mrs. Kirk. 
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Special education programs 
at liearl of mandate debate 



erJc 



By DON SEVENER 

Mr The Htf MO « Ktvltw 

SPRINGFIELD Nearly a year 
__ago^it seemJdJike_aLfioodJt^^ 
a noble one. 

The time had come, state school 
chief Donald G. Gill said, to find 
ways to unleash local educators 
from some of the knots of red tape 
associated with a long string of 
regulations. 

One-»ided coin 

But. if nothing else, the parade of 
special interests last vveeic challenge 
ing proposed changes in rules gover* 
ning special education has pro%'ed 
the riifficulty of minting a coin — no 
matter how it shines with laudable 
intentions — that has only one side. 

On one side is the State Board of 
Education plan to conduct a compre* 
hensive. deliberate study of regula> 
tionv imposed on local school dis* 
tricis. ■ 

The aim of the effort, state lead- 
ers said then and still say now. was 
to snip that burdensome red tape, to 
put decision*making in the hands of 
local decision*makers. to economize 
with increasingly scarce public dol* 
lars and to improve the quality of 
educational services. 

Flip the coin over. 

' The burden of proof is on the 
State Board of Education to show 
that other less restrictive means 
('local control.' permissive policies) 
other than mandates will be success- 
Jul. " W?'ter Freeman, director of 
the Land of Lincoln Chapter of the 
United Cerebral Palsy, told a board 
committee studying the special edu- 
cation i issue. 

• I am convinced that the same 
pressures which worked to deny spe- 
ciui education services to handi- 
capped children in 1963 (when the 
P'.'iih began to require such pro- 
grams) would work to reduce or 
eliminate many of the services that 
are provided today if the mandate is 
repealed or relaxed." Oscar Weil, 
tobbyist for the Illinois Federation of 
Teachers, iiaid. 

.^li^ml emation!) 

"I lean guarantee you from per- 
»nal '*.'(penence that without these 
necessary regulations many school 
(iistncts will cnoose the easiest way 
nut." 'a Decatur mother with an epi- 
leptiq daughter told :he committee. 

State oificiais listened to the tes- 
timony with patience, interest and 
mixed emotions. 

■'.'^uch of the testimony related 
to protecting their turf." said G. 
Howard Thompson, chairman »>f th« 



board's policy and planning commit- 
tee. "I was disappointed we didn't 
hear more constructive criticism." 

A."substantlaL43ortion..Qf.thB-te3- 

timony was very self-serving," Gill 
said. "We knew we would get much 
of that — don't touch (the require- 
ments) or make (them) stronger." 

Nevertheless, they are not dis- 
couraged. 

Thompson noted "a lot of the 
comments were in agreement" with 
many of Jie conclusions of the state 
board staff repor* suggesting various 
changes in special education require- 
ments. 

Gill suggested "we did have some 
excellent testimony that will give us 
something to work with. I felt opti- 
mistic even with all the attacks on 
what I consider to be an excellent 
preliminary report" 

In any event, state leaders ap- 
pear determined to puish ahead. 

"We must work toward more 
flexibility in the things we require of 
local school districts." the superin- 
tendent said. 

"If the state is not providing pri- 
mary financing of education — ami 
we're not — there is no way the 
local districts can do all these 
things." Thompson said. "There are 
just too many things that have been ' 
dumped on them by the (Seneral As- 
sembly, the courts, the State Bdard 
of Education and the Congress." 

That was a common theme cham- 
pioned by local school administra- 
tors — themselves not disinterested 
observers — who appeared before 
the committee. 

"The only reason people are at- 
tacking the mandates is that we 
can t live up to them." William Qa- 
rida. superintendent of the Herrin 
school district, testified. 

"The commitment has exceeded 
our grasp, our ability and our re- 
sources to meet it." • 

Nightmare 

Local districts, the president of 
one school board said, "can be trus- 
ted to look out for their own chil- 
dren, both special and regular 

Not necessarily, contend many of 
the special interests. 

"I^al control sounds no wonder- 
ful." Elaine Hoif of the Illinois assu- 
ciatlon for pAUarded Citizens said. 
• But when you get down to the prac* 
ttcalityof it and have 1.013 sets of 
stanaards. that would really be a 
nightmare." 

Therein lies the real conflict and 
the major challenge facmg state 
leaders walking the fine line be- 



tween local control and state respon- 
sibility to provide educational oppor- 
tunity to more than 2 million Illinois 

yaungstert -.4 

Vested Interests aside, the laws 
requiring special education and the 
regulations specifying how to go 
about it sprang from an era and 
from circumstances in which the pe- 
culiar needs of handicapped children 
were virtually ignored. 

In 1965 -r S4 years after passage 
of the first Illinois law enabling 
school boards to establish classes for 
students who were blind or deaf — 
only an estimated ti percent of 
handicapped youth were rec(2iving 
special education services. 

In that year, the General Assem- 
illy approved landmark legislation 
directing local districts to provide 
such services to the handicapped. 

A decade '-^ter, the federal gov- 
ernment got .nto the act, enacting 
similar requirements and making 
failure to serve the handicapped a 
civil rights violation. 

Federal and state officials, sup- ' 
ported by the courts, followed 
through with detailed and often 
costly rules and regulations spelling 
out precisely how local educattirs 
were to meet the broad directives of 
the law. 

. Shrinking dollars 

Between the 1977 and 1980 school 
• years the number of pupils enrolled 
in special education classes rose 2.7 
percent to 239.062 while state costs 
leaped almost 30 percent to $234.S 
million. ! 

Moreover, in recent years the \ 
state has failed to fully fund its ^ 
share of the reimbursements local 
districts are eligible for — paying, in 
some areas, as little as 85 cents for 
every $l claimed by the districts. 

Hence, the dilemma: How to 
meet rising needs with shrinxing dol- 
lars. 

GUI is convinced it can be done. 
"We've got to be cautious." the 
superintendent said. "But I believe 
we can have better educational op- 
portunity for our kids." 

Mrs. Becky Kirk, whose 5-vear- 
old daughter attends soectal educa- 
tion classes, is less sure. 

•'I hope that you 'vill carefulv 
consider any possible chances. " she 
toed state omciais. ' It has ta/^en 
parents, advocates and special edu- 
cators years to get education legisla- 
tion for children with handicaos. j- m 
".Now, we are in an economic • D4 
crunch and too much could be lost 
for aU the wrong reasons. " 
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Task force re 
urges specia 
mandates be frozen 




By Joan Muraro 
Copley News Service 



SPRINGFIELD - The number of 
children in special education classes 
in Illinois rose by 2.69 percent be- 
tween 1977-81, while costs for the 
program rose by 28.7 percent. 

Such is one of several findings 
aired after a state task force study- 
ing special education in Illinois. 

During the .same period, the fig- 1 
ures show the number of children ! 
clossined as "leaming'disabled'V 
rose by 23.811. while those with obvi- 
ous physical handicaps dropped by 
4.407 and the total number of those 
classified as mentally impaired fell 
by 8.000. The task force theorized 
the shifts may reflect changes in the 
way students are classed. 

The figures released by the task 
force show 239.062 special education 
students in Illinois in 1980^1, with a 
total state appropriation of S234.53 
miilfon. compared to S1S2.23 million 
for 232.763 students in 1977-78. 

THE SPECIAL study group urged 
a two-year halt to any new federal 
or state special education mandates 
"since the amount of legislation 
passed during a relatively shon pe- 
riod of time has contributed to legit- 
imate problems and complaints." 

The moratorium would allow time 
to revise statues and rules, the 
group held. j 

The report is the result of a three- 
month study of the impact of the 
current Illinois special education 
program on students, their families, 
local school districts and the state at 
large. 

the group found that Illinois is 
meeting its responsibility to provide 
a "free appropnate public education 
for every handicapped child." but 
took issue with current require- 
ments that .his education be pro- 
vided in "the least restrictive envi- 
ronment." 

........ .,..-,-50.» 



^„2Ln recommended thati 

S^h^r «<»w«rements for summer 
d52?Sld. • *^^*«"*«pped be. 

It also urged that the state narrow 
the scope of services provided, de- 

' '"^'^'f*' se^^'ces. specify what 
fees-such as lab. book oTrecJnl-co. 
pying costs-should be paid by oar- 
ents. and take steps to securi pay- 
ment from third partes, such asin- 
surance companies. . 

CONSIDER^.TION should be 
given, the task force i^rt added 

capped children in the program to I 

M"**'- ^'^'^ screen- i 

tK Ji^"^ '^^^'^ such children ' 
as Mrty as possible. But the grouo 

SJs'fnS*' "0 evidence of ben,? 

program after age 19. 
^ The group found there is an 
overrepresentatlon" of black chiJ- 

capped (E.MH) classes, and an over- 
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represent^itlon of white children in 
learning disabled classes. It urged 
research into why these disparities 
exist. 

The most recent figures available 
show that 72 percent of all Illinois 
school children are white and 
slightly more than 20 percent are 
blacit, and figures stay compara- 
tively constant on enrollment in spe- 
cial education courses (73 percent of 
all special education children are 
white and slightly less than 20 per- 
cent are black). 

But more than 46 percent of those 
classified as EMH and 15.4 percent 
of those considered learning dis- 
abled are black, while 50 percent of 
. ihe EMH children and 80 percent of 
the learning disabled are white. 

THE STUDY OF special educa- 
tion is the first of five such studio 
urged in September, when ih5,S«ate 
Board of .Education adopted a plan , 
calling for "careful and deliberative 
study" of mandates placed on 
elementary and secondary educa,- 
non in the state. 

The other four— on curriculum, 
physical education, driver education 
and bilingual education— will be sub- 
mitted to the board in Januaiy and 
February. 

The task force basically consid- 
ered four questions: 

• Should special education be 
mandated? 

• If so, who should be served? 

• With what sers'ices should chey 
receive? 

• Who should be responsible for 
providing these ser\'ices? 

• How should the state regulate 
its interests in special education? 



THE TASK FORCE concluded: 

• There is a need for a special 
education mandate but it should be 
modified. 

• Age limits for providing ser- 
vices should be lowered, but consid- 
eration should be given to the upper 
age limits. 

• IVtore than 30 related services 
are offered to the handicapped, but 
the state lacks criteria for monitor- 
ing whether these are directly re- 
lated to instruction. 

In considering who should be re- 
sponsible for special education ser- 
vices, the task force recommended 
narrowing the current scope of re- 
lated services to include only those 
essential to instniction of the handi- 
capped. 

TOE GROUP urged defining 
medical services relative to instruc- 
tion, and defining responsibility for 
residency and enrollment so that the 
state board is financially responsi* 
ble only for Illinois students. 

Conditions for providing ser 
to pupils in parochial schools st 
be delineated, the task force 
"so that public school district; 
only for special education 
laied services" for such pupi 
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By Jean Latz Griffin . 

IN THE FIRST cast of !ti Und la 
llljnott, a Lake County Circuit Court 
judge ruled Friday that public ichoois 

SSi SS-altrf*^*"*"' ""^ °' * 

Judge Bernard Drew Jr. ruled that the 
Wauconda elementary aebools imd the 
Special Education District of Lake Coun- 
ty (SSDOL) had to pay for the diagnosis. 
4 psychotherapy, and resIdenUal schooling 




s • .to • paj: ! 




Sf if U^^*^!'* *^«dia, untU she 
5.S ^•.y«>tl> ^ described as an abused 

•nd multiple pewooallty. 

tf,?S5!Lf."'"*y* if**^ ^ wasn't 
"•.Mhpora rtspoosiblllty under the Fed- 
jral Education 5a11 HaHdlcappS cwwI 
.^wi^-t .i'JU? "«tablli2eM acutely 

public schools could be held responsible 



^dre!, o« «il «chc»i; 



OREW^SAID be hid sympathy witb tfis . 
* trgumerta made by the sU tiSte? 
the tough financial situation created by ' 
his decision. 

Drew had ruled in July that Claudla.'s 
cdueaUonal needs couldnt be sepanudi 
from her mental problems and ordered' 
the schools to find a treatment facility for 
her by Aug; ». . . . 
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Appendix C 



Organization or Category Providing 
Testimony at Two Public Hearings 



1. Advisory Board on Services for Deaf /Blind 

Individuals 

2. Illinois Alliance for Exceptional Children 

and Adults 

3. State Advisory Council on the Education of 

Handicapped Children 

4. Chicago Coordinating Council 

on Handicapped Children 
b, Chicago Archdiocese for Lake and Cook County 

6. Higher Education Advisory Council 

7. Advocates for the Handicapped 

8. Parents Alliance in North Suburban Special 

Education Association 

9. Children's Mental Health Coalition 

10. Illinois Physical Therapy Association 

11. Illinois Association of School Social Workers 

12. Illinois Administrators of Special Education 

13. Illinois Federation of Teachers 

14. Illinois Association of School Administrators 

15. Illinois Speech, Hearing and 

Language Association 

16. Illinois Association of School Nurses 

17. Large Unit District Association 

18. Illinois Association for Retarded Citizens 

19. Illinois Developmental Disabilities Advocacy 

Heartn^ Authority 

20. United C?rebraT Palsy of LincolnTand 

21. Illinois Council for Exceptional Children 

22. Illinois Special Education Legislative 

Association 

23. Illinois Association of Children with Learning 

Disabilities 

24. Illinois School Psychologists Association 

25. Program or Regional Coordinators, Directors, 

or Private Providers 

26. Special Education Organization 

27. National Association for Down's Syndrome 

28. ED RED (Consortium 117 suburban school districts) 

29. Parents 

30. Superintendents 

31. Social Worker 

32. Lawyer 

33. University Professors 

34. Hearing Officers 

35. Students 

36. Handicapped Adult 

37. Board of Education Menter 

58 

Total 
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Appendix D: Sources of Additional Comment 

1. Illinois Principals Association 

2. Illinois School Boards Association 

3. Department of Children and Family Services 

4. Qovornor's Purchased Care Review Board 

5. Department of Public Health 

6. Illinois School for the Deaf 

7. IlllTiols School for the Visually Impaired 
-8* -Department_.of -Ruhlic Aid 
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lASA RESPONSE FORM 
Special Education Mandates: A Preliminary Report 



PURPOSE: On November 21, 1981, the Planning and Policy Committee, State Board of Education, 
accepted for review a preliminary report on the study of special education mandates. The I ASA 
Liaison Committee to the State Superintendent agreed to obtain reactions to the Report from fiistrict 
superintendents in the I ASA divisions. 

DIRECTIONS: Please complete this form and return it to your lASA Division representative by 
January 15, 1982, so your reactions can be compiled and reported to the State Board of Education. 
Completion of this form does not preclude your testifying or submitting further testimony on this 
report to the State Board of Education. » 

I. GENERAL 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with this statement: 

In general, I support the findings and recommendations In the Preliminary Report o»-! Special Education 
Mandates. 

C^"konr. * ^ . _^ «. 

□ StronalvAflr««a Aflfi. □Uncertain □ DlwflrM Q Strongly Otiv«« 

Z SPECIFIC: 

1 recommend the following changes be made in the Report: 

□ Non. 

Piq« Numbtf Topic Chanaca Which Should bt Midc or Coniidtftd 



3. COMMENTS: 




Sgnaturt of Dittrict Suptrintendtnt District Name and N umbtr 

60 

ReniRN TO lASA RePRESENTATIVe IN YOUR DIVISION BY JANUARY IS, 1982 

_ . ..55- .. BESTCGH 



